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Abstract 
 Although past research has documented high interest in local foods procurement by 
many types of foodservice operations, perspectives from catering foodservices haven’t been 
reported. Catering functions in a different fashion than other foodservices with inconsistent 
amounts of food purchased due to fluctuations in business. This project assessed commercial 
caterers’ attitudes toward and purchasing habits of local foods, as well as their perceptions of 
desired supplier characteristics. A database was compiled for three sectors (stand-alone, 
restaurant-affiliated, and grocer-affiliated) of the catering foodservice industry in five metro 
areas in Iowa.  Data collection involved three phases, using mail surveys and interviews. 
Data was collected from 37 of the 250 identified catering operations. In general, attitudes 
toward local food purchases were positive; with 26 of all responding operations (70%) 
indicating local purchases were made at least yearly. Findings did show differences in local 
farmer/producer selling approaches and purchases between the catering sectors. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 
Background 
In the past few years the foodservice industry has been actively responding to strong 
consumer desire to support local farmers and food producers. Much of the consumer interest is 
driven by hopes to support local economies, environmental concerns, and a desire for fresher 
food. Strohbehn and Gregoire (2003) reported that local foodservice operations were potential 
new markets for producers, beyond farmers’ markets and direct sales to consumers. Strohbehn 
and Gregoire (2002) also reported that foodservice managers’ perceptions of the positive impacts 
of local food use in their operations related to retention of revenue in the community, reduced 
transportation miles, and energy consumption; with the highest rated benefit being the service of 
fresher foods. A consumer-only study (Schneider & Francis, 2005) in Washington County, 
Nebraska found consumers rated higher than previous studies the importance of assurance that 
purchases had been produced in an environmentally friendly manner and that purchases would 
support a local family farm.  
Purpose of Study 
Research related to the local foods movement in the foodservice industry has evaluated 
impacts in various foodservice industries, primarily restaurant and institutional. However, no 
published research about local food use specifically in catering operations was found. The 
catering sector of the foodservice industry functions in a different fashion than others, with a 
primary difference being the inconsistency and fluctuation in business. This inconsistency in turn 
affects items such as food and labor costs, as well as supplier necessity and management. It is 
unknown whether the use of local products and/or desire for local products in a catering 
operation is like that within the other foodservice industries. The focus of this study was local 
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foods use in commercial catering operations within five metro areas in Iowa: (a) Des 
Moines/Ames, (b) Cedar Rapids/Iowa City, (c) Sioux City, (d) Davenport, and (e) Council 
Bluffs. Metro areas were targeted for this exploratory study as a higher population base is served 
and several metro areas in Iowa have led the local food system trend (Strohbehn & Gregoire, 
2003). Commercial catering operations for this study consisted of stand-alone, restaurant-
affiliated, and grocer-affiliated operations.   
Research Questions 
Review of literature and study methods were designed to provide answers to the 
following research questions: 
 What are the purchasing habits and attitudes about local food held by decision-
makers of commercial catering operations in five Iowa metro areas? 
 
 How do the purchasing habits and attitudes about local food use held by decision-
makers of catering operations in five Iowa metro areas differ among the three 
catering sectors, as well as from decision-makers in other foodservice industries? 
 
 What are the supplier usage habits of Iowa metro area catering operations? 
 What supplier and food item characteristics are considered important to decision-
makers of Iowa metro area catering foodservice operations?  
 
 What information does a local producer need to know in order to successfully sell 
to an Iowa metro area catering foodservice operation? 
 
Key Terms 
Buyer: individual in a foodservice catering operation that handles ordering and purchasing of 
ingredients and supplies necessary for the operation to run effectively. 
 
Competitive pricing: pricing items and/or services within a close range to direct competitors. 
 
Conventional sources: suppliers which obtain and sell products regionally (multi-state) or 
nationwide and exhibit more than one of the following characteristics:  established infrastructure, 
sales representatives, multiple delivery vehicles, internal distribution, regional or national 
distribution (e.g., Sysco, US Foodservice, Martin Brothers). 
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Farmer’s co-op: an organization consisting of farm operations that have combined with one 
another in order to market and sell their products as a single entity. 
 
Grocer-affiliated catering operation: a catering operation which exists within a grocery store and 
carries their same name. 
 
Independent foodservice operation: a privately owned operation that is not part of a regional 
(multi-state) or national chain. 
 
Local food: 
   Produce: grown within 60 miles of the operation. 
   Dairy: dairy products in which ingredients are obtained and processed within 60 miles of the  
   operation. 
 
Premium price: items priced above market rate or market average due to a perceived advantage 
such as hormone-free dairy products. 
 
Profitability: ability to make a gain in business activity resulting in income that exceeds inputs.  
 
Restaurant-affiliated catering operation: a catering operation that exists within a restaurant and 
carries their same name. 
 
Stand-alone catering operation: a catering operation that exists on its own with no connection to 
another entity. 
 
Working relationship: a relationship between a supplier and catering operation in which each 
entity provides consistent business to the other. 
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Chapter 2. Review of Literature 
The literature was reviewed in the following areas: (a) benefits and obstacles to local 
food use; (b) elements of food product specifications; (c) regulations impacting food purchasing 
from local sources; (d) cost controls and profit margins of foodservice operations (e) food 
supplier selection factors and decision-making processes; and (f) description of the food supply 
chain including farm management, purchasing functions and systems, foodservice distribution 
systems, and receiving and payment processes. 
Benefits and Obstacles to Local Food Use in the Foodservice Industry 
Benefits 
Previously conducted studies on the use of local suppliers by commercial foodservice 
operations identified common benefits and challenges as perceived by decision-makers. In one 
study (Strohbehn & Gregoire, 2002) commercial restaurants in Iowa were surveyed on perceived 
benefits of using locally grown foods. Respondents rated 11 potential benefits on a 5-point 
Likert-type scale (5 = strong benefit). The five highest-rated benefits were (a) fresher food, (b) 
good public relations, (c) aid to local economy, (d) ability to purchase small quantities, and (e) 
higher quality food. A study (Starr, et al., 2003) of Colorado commercial restaurant operations 
used an open-ended questionnaire which allowed respondents to identify perceived benefits. 
Responses included: (a) liking face-to-face interactions, (b) cheaper products, (c) freshness of 
product, (d) keeping money in the state, (e) ability to purchase low volumes, and (f) better 
service.   
The Food Processing Center (FPC) at the Institute of Agriculture and Natural Resources, 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln (2003) gathered data from members of the Chefs Collaborative 
network regarding local food use. Chefs Collaborative is a national network consisting of more 
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than 1,000 members in the food community who typically work in or own an independent 
foodservice operation. The mission of this organization is to, “…work with chefs and the greater 
food community to celebrate local foods and foster a more sustainable food supply,” (Chefs 
Collaborative, 2007, About section, ¶ 3). A total of 113 out of 383 surveys to foodservice 
operations across 27 states in the United States were returned. All respondents indicated at least 
1% of products were purchased through local suppliers with an average of 41% of monthly 
purchases being local (FPC). Responses of why local purchases were made included: (a) locally 
grown foods had higher or better quality, (b) locally grown products were fresher, (c) positive 
working relationships had developed with producers, (d) customer requests had been received 
for locally grown products, especially after carrying local foods for a period of time, and (e) 
availability of unique or specialty products.   
An additional benefit of local product use identified in the FPC study (2003) was the 
impact on the operations’ profitability. When members of the Chefs Collaborative network were 
asked to agree or disagree with the statement, “Purchasing locally grown food has had a positive 
impact on my foodservice operation’s bottom line profits,” 73% of 81 respondents “strongly” or 
“somewhat agreed” with the statement. FPC concluded that the use of local products could have 
a slight, if not profound, impact on a foodservice operations’ long-term profitability (FPC). This 
potential positive impact on a foodservice operation’s profits could become a selling point for 
local producers to use when approaching foodservice operations. Additionally, promoting the use 
of local suppliers and foods was perceived by consultants to be effective in creating customer 
interest in new products because of the use of the word “local”, reported by Tellström et al. (as 
cited in Murphy & Smith, 2009). 
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Obstacles 
Previous research has also concluded there were perceived obstacles by decision-makers 
in foodservice operations when using local suppliers. In the same study that identified benefits to 
local food use as commonly perceived by decision-makers in commercial restaurants (Strohbehn 
& Gregoire, 2002) also identified 12 potential obstacles which were rated on a 5-point Likert-
type scale (5 = strong obstacle). The five highest rated obstacles were: (a) year-round availability 
of specific products, (b) working with multiple vendors, (c) obtaining adequate supply, (d) 
consistent package size, and (e) awareness of local and state regulations. Interestingly, two of the 
lowest rated obstacles among these commercial restaurants were product cost and payment 
procedures. 
Starr, et al. (2003) identified a key obstacle that could affect any foodservice operations’ 
ability to purchase local foods as the region in which the operation is located. Operations in a 
region where agriculture was an important element of the local economy were recognized with 
potential to build closer connections with local farmers and easily purchase local foods (Starr, et 
al., 2003). Responses by independent restaurant owners in Colorado to the open-ended question, 
“What prevents you from buying local produce/ingredients?” were: (a) service-related issues 
such as dependability, reliability, convenience, preference for having one supplier, ability to get 
refunds, (b) delivery and availability of the right products, (c) seasonal constraints, (d) price, and 
(e) health department restrictions. 
 In FPC’s (2003) study with Chefs Collaborative members, many obstacles were 
identified, however delivery and distribution were responses indicated by 43% of the 86 
respondents as the greatest obstacle faced when making local purchases. Other obstacles 
identified were (a) consistent availability or reliable supply, (b) competitive or better pricing, (c) 
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product availability or knowing if a product is available locally, and (d) complicated ordering or 
dealing with too many suppliers. Of these additional obstacles, three were still related to the 
delivery and distribution of products; therefore putting more emphasis on the common challenge 
of delivery and distribution. FPC explained that the challenge of competitive pricing was due to 
the effect high food costs can have on an operations’ profit margin and/or the competitive 
advantage for the operation in their respective markets, because of increased menu costs. 
Respondents indicated a willingness to pay higher prices to local suppliers rather than their 
competitors (i.e., conventional suppliers) only when higher product quality or service was 
displayed by the local supplier. Thus, a premium price for local food products was acceptable, 
only if product quality and/or service were better than conventional sources. Interestingly, a 
small percentage (4%) of the 86 respondents indicated they had never encountered any 
challenges when working with a local product supplier. 
Product Specifications 
Feinstein and Stefanelli (2003) defined product specifications as the description of all 
characteristics for a product required to fill certain production and/or service needs. Product 
specifications typically include information that can be verified upon delivery and that can be 
easily communicated between buyers and suppliers. A product specification for fresh produce 
may include information about (a) performance requirement/intended use of the product; (b) 
exact name of the product, including variety of fruit or vegetables; (c) desired quality, such as 
U.S. quality grade, brand, and/or a description of quality; (d) product size or count, package size, 
type of package, and packaging procedure; (e) acceptable trim or waste; (f) degree of ripeness, 
form, and/or color; (g) approved substitutes; (h) chemical standards, pesticide use, and/or 
inspection procedure; (i) cost and quantity limitations; and (j) general instructions regarding 
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delivery, such as time and temperature. A purchase specification is a much broader concept in 
that all product information is included along with information regarding pertinent supplier 
services and information a foodservice operation would require, such as liability insurance or 
delivery instructions. Product and/or purchase specifications however, are not fool-proof and 
when used with local suppliers, may present challenges. Feinstein and Stefanelli (2003) 
summarized potential problems with specification use affecting suppliers, such as (a) delivery 
requirements or quantity limits may be unreasonable for the supplier and could add to the price; 
(b) the specification may request a quality difficult for a supplier to obtain; and (c) specifications 
are not static and usually need periodic revision, especially due to produce seasonality.  
Readily available product information obtained from product specifications can improve 
the purchasing process. Improvements, as noted by Dittmer and Keefe (2006), were: (a) 
decreases in supplier or purchaser misunderstandings, (b) improved opportunities for competitive 
bidding, (c) elimination of detailed verbal descriptions, and (d) a streamlined process for 
receiving items. In an operation where multiple employees may complete purchasing duties, 
consistency in the purchasing process would ultimately be improved through the use of purchase 
specifications. 
One element of a product specification is quality. Quality of products served or produced 
in a foodservice operation reflects directly on that operations’ success. The definition of desired 
quality can vary greatly between foodservice management, suppliers, and ultimately the 
consumer. The American Society for Quality Control defined quality as “The totality of features 
and characteristics of a product or service that bear on its ability to satisfy given needs,” 
(Bossert, 1988, p. 1).   
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Producer and retailer success (i.e., restaurant, grocer, caterer) in the foodservice industry 
relies heavily on the deliverance of quality products. However, quality is a term that tends to be 
objectively measured by the end-user or consumer of the product. Reed (2006) identified product 
quality dimensions specific to the foodservice industry as: (a) flavor, (b) texture, (c) color, (d) 
appearance, (e) consistency, (f) palatability, (g) nutritional values, (h) safety, (i) ease of handling, 
(j) convenience, (k) storage stability, and (l) packaging. Starr, et al. (2003) demonstrated the 
importance of providing quality for a local supplier with the finding that 53% of independent 
restaurants surveyed ranked quality alone as a purchasing priority.   
However, each product used in a retail foodservice operation has a different set of quality 
characteristics and quality standards. For example, the quality characteristics desired when 
purchasing apples for use on a mixed lettuce salad would be different than apples used in a baked 
dessert, such as apple cobbler. The pre-product appearance of apples in a cobbler is not of great 
importance as the item is cooked and the original appearance changes, while apples on the mixed 
lettuce salad need to have high quality appearance as they are served fresh and must be eye 
appealing to the customer. Thus, the appearance dimension of quality for the local supplier varies 
with specific foodservice needs. It is useful for the food supplier to understand how products will 
be used and the specifications needed for the product. 
Regulations 
Legislation 
Local suppliers are not free of legal forces. There are several legislative acts that can 
potentially have a positive or negative effect on farmers wishing to sell their products direct to a 
local retail foodservice operation. The Perishable Agricultural Commodities Act (1930) is 
intended to control interstate commerce; licenses are required if the producer is selling wholesale 
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amounts across state lines (Feinstein & Stefanelli, 2005). The Agricultural Adjustment Act 
(1933) and Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act (1937) permit primary sources of foods and 
the intermediaries of the growers to collaborate in order to market products (Feinstein & 
Stefanelli), such as marketing for California Raisins. These acts exempt a seller co-op from 
antitrust laws.   
Food Safety 
The U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) publishes Food Code, a model guidance 
document for all levels of government with scientifically sound information for the retail 
foodservice industry every two years (FDA, 2007). Food Code is used by various governmental 
agencies at local and state levels as a guide to develop or update their own food safety rules, and 
be consistent with national food regulatory policy (FDA). The most recent Food Code, published 
in November 2009, provided science-based guidance and manageable, enforceable provisions to 
be used for reducing risk factors known to cause foodborne illness (FDA, 2005). Each state can 
select to adopt the Food Code; Iowa adopted Food Code 2005 and it became effective July 2008. 
Iowa Food Code 2005 states that fluid milk and milk products should be obtained from sources 
that comply with Grade A standards as specified in law (FDA). Food Code also regulates the 
cultivation of wild mushrooms, in which mushroom species picked in the wild shall be obtained 
from sources where each mushroom is individually inspected and found to be safe by an 
approved mushroom identification expert. However, if a food regulatory agency has jurisdiction 
over the operation or processing plant this regulation does not apply. Additionally, Food Code 
2009 added washed and chopped salad greens to the list of temperature-control for food safety 
foods. 
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Some agricultural products, specifically milk, meat, and eggs are regulated more 
thoroughly than fresh produce due to the potentially hazardous nature of these food products. 
The U.S. Public Health Service’s Milk Ordinance and Code (commonly known as the 
Pasteurized Milk Ordinance) is a set of provisions which cover the activities of: (a) approved 
care and feeding of dairy cows, (b) handling of the milk, (c) pasteurization requirement, and (d) 
holding temperature of the milk (Feinstein & Stefanelli, 2005). Individual states may have 
different regulations. Raw milk or dairy products are not allowed in Iowa’s retail foodservices; 
milk must be pasteurized if used in a foodservice operation. Because dairy products are 
potentially hazardous, they must be manufactured in licensed or inspected processing plants 
when used in retail foodservices. 
Additionally, local producers should be aware of common guidelines followed in the 
foodservice industry. A few potentially hazardous produce items, such as alfalfa sprouts, are 
recommended to be purchased from a licensed vendor. Only produce that has been cleaned and 
minimally trimmed may be sold by a local producer to a retail foodservice without any licensing.  
In order to cut into an edible portion of a food, or otherwise process the product item such as 
chopping, slicing, canning, or freezing, a processing license is required. Additionally, packaging 
containers and materials must meet certain standards. The product integrity must be protected by 
packaging and also must assure that the product is not at risk of becoming contaminated from 
improper packaging materials, such as garbage bags that have been treated with chemicals to 
control for odors or pests. FPC findings (2003) reported the way the product was delivered (i.e., 
packaging container and protective materials) was found to be an “extremely important” and 
“very important” attribute (68% of the 113 respondents) when making purchasing decisions 
among the Chefs Collaborative participants. 
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Cost Control and Profit Margin 
Cost Control 
Managing costs effectively relates directly to the success or failure of a foodservice 
operation. Cost control was defined by Dittmer and Keefe (2006) as “guarding against 
unnecessary excessive costs within a foodservice establishment” (p. 46). Cost control within a 
foodservice operation is generally focused on prime costs; a combination of food, beverage, and 
labor. Dittmer and Keefe identified that the level and control of prime costs play a large part in 
the ability of an operation to meet its financial goals. As part of prime costs, food costs are 
considered directly variable costs in that they are directly related to the business volume of the 
operation and will increase or decrease based on amounts purchased (Dittmer & Keefe). These 
variable costs are considered controllable in that the ability to make changes in a short time 
frame is possible. For example, a change of portion size or product quality can occur very 
quickly and immediately impact the cost of food used. Ultimately, cost control is involved in 
each step of the supply chain: (a) purchasing, (b) receiving, (c) storing, (d) issuing, and (e) 
preparing. 
 However, established menus and menu prices may affect ability to make immediate 
changes in purchasing decisions. In addition, the seasonally changing prices of fresh produce and 
resultant impact on fluctuating food budgets may be difficult for restaurant operators to manage. 
The challenge of local produce purchases being limited to seasonal purchases, could lead to use 
of conventional suppliers who offer year-round availability of products in order to retain 
consistency in menu pricing and budgeting. Research was not located which addressed food 
costing in catering operations. However, it may be expected that the challenge of food 
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purchasing for caterers is event specific and at times may be found as an advantage during the 
growing season. 
Profit Margin 
 Dittmer and Keefe (2006) suggested foodservice operations fit into one of two categories 
as to how profit was achieved. The first was an operation that operates at a low profit margin per 
unit served or sold and relies on a high number of transactions in order to achieve a profit, such 
as a quick-service operation. The other category was an operation which operates at a relatively 
high profit margin per unit and does not rely as heavily on the number of transactions completed 
to achieve a profit, such as a fine-dining operation. Generally those operations operating at a 
high profit margin per unit will seek high quality products in order to create a superior product 
deemed worthy of the price (Dittmer & Keefe). Therefore, the purchase of local foods by these 
operations may be more likely as a fresher product will be received and will directly correlate to 
the higher quality finished product. A local producer should be aware that similar divisions of 
operations may exist within the catering sector and that a gourmet caterer may be more inclined 
to purchase their higher quality products.   
Close to three fourths (73% of the 81 respondents) of the study with Chefs Collaborative 
members (FPC, 2003) agreed that purchasing locally grown food did have a positive impact on 
their operations’ profit. Sharma, Strohbehn, and Gregoire (2008) found some competitive 
advantages for independent restaurants in using local foods, in that customers were willing to 
pay a premium price for menu items identified as prepared with locally sourced items. A direct 
relationship to increasing profits may be related to promotions on local food use which the 
operation directs toward patrons. Ninety percent of FPC study respondents had promoted the use 
of locally grown foods within their operations and 94% of these 75 respondents considered these 
14 
 
promotions very or somewhat effective. A survey of Quebec, Canada chefs (Murphy & Smith, 
2009) had dissimilar findings in that chefs felt their restaurants’ and personal reputations had a 
more significant effect when used to promote their restaurants’ quality than highlighting local 
foods use. 
Supplier Selection, Management, and Decision-making Processes 
Supplier Selection and Management 
 The designated buyer within the foodservice operation may initially compile a list of all 
possible suppliers to begin the process of locating the optimal supplier(s) to meet their operations 
needs. This list would generally combine both local and conventional suppliers. Feinstein and 
Stefanelli (2005) identified potential problems with compiling a list of potential suppliers as 
difficulty in determining which suppliers to include, overlooking good suppliers in an attempt to 
keep the list short, and not having an available supplier for unique items.   
 Five factors were identified (Feinstein & Stefanelli, 2005) to be of high importance to 
foodservice buyers when selecting suppliers: (a) ordering procedure and minimum order 
requirements, (b) delivery schedule, (c) credit terms and willingness to barter price, (d) free 
samples, and (e) return policy. Local suppliers should be aware of the importance of these factors 
and uphold policies which allow adjustments in order to meet the foodservice buyer’s requests.  
Additional factors identified as important by foodservice buyers, but that may be more difficult 
for local suppliers to address are: (a) use of technology, (b) variety of products, (c) size of firm, 
and (d) substitution capability. Ultimately, within catering operations there is less consistency 
and prediction in purchasing needs, which may vary from the current research that has been 
completed in the restaurant sector.   
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Strohbehn and Gregoire (2003) found that when information about package size, 
production cost, and availability was made accessible by the local supplier, foodservice 
operations were more likely to purchase their products. Additionally, timely delivery of orders 
and time of day the order was delivered were found by Strohbehn and Gregoire as important 
factors in supplier selection. It was also found by Murphy and Smith (2009) that chefs found the 
most important criteria for selecting suppliers as: (a) product quality, (b) supplier knowledge of 
the product, (c) supplier ability to meet deadlines, (d) supplier responsiveness to questions and 
problems, and (e) supplier commitment to customer service. Less important supplier selection 
criteria as seen by chefs in that study were: (a) price, (b) supplier’s financial stability, and (c) 
supplier’s market share. Strohbehn and Gregoire (2003) found foodservice operations faced 
drawbacks to working with multiple suppliers when having to deal with arrangement for timely 
delivery, as well as working within a set budget and organizational payment procedures. Local 
suppliers should be aware of these constraints faced by the foodservice operation. They can help 
to offset these constraints by offering timely information about available products, flexibility 
with delivery and payment, and promotional materials to ensure the foodservice operations can 
ensure a competitive advantage with local purchases. 
 After a supplier or multiple suppliers are selected it may be necessary for foodservice 
operations to manage the supplier relationship. Bossert (1988) identified the need for a supplier 
rating system as an operating function, where data is collected and analyzed regarding the 
supplier’s performance. The need for this implementation is that it will bring greater awareness 
to achieved supplier performance on the basis of tracking the timeliness of deliveries and 
monitoring quality costs. However, the amount of time involved to maintain this process may be 
unreasonable for a small operation not having the manpower to complete these analyses on a 
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consistent basis. Ultimately though, it may be beneficial for a local supplier to understand the 
foodservice’s evaluation process in order to receive repeat business. Relationship length was 
found by Strohbehn and Gregoire (2003) to have an influence on continuation of the business 
relationship between a foodservice operation and a supplier. Likewise, Murphy and Smith (2009) 
found that chefs appreciated regular contact with suppliers through one-on-one meetings and 
ingredient tastings. 
 In the local food market there are multiple sources through which a foodservice operation 
can purchase local products. These consist of: (a) direct from a farmer, (b) farmer’s co-op, (c) 
farmers’ market, (d) foodservice distributor, (e) local manufacturer/processor, and (f) food 
broker. In the FPC study (2003) respondents purchased local products most often directly from a 
farmer (81% of the 87 respondents), which corresponded directly with the purchasing preference 
of direct from farmer (57%). The National Restaurant Association’s (NRA) What’s Hot 
publication, rated locally grown produce as the number one trend for 2009 and 2010 (NRA, 
2008, 2009). With this local foods are increasingly available from conventional sources, such as 
foodservice distributors. Thus, local producers selling direct to retail foodservices should 
understand that many sources are available for local foods and find ways to make their products 
and services more appealing. 
Decision-making Processes 
 The science of decision-making has multiple models to explain the potential thought 
process and rationale. Although a specific model has not been established for supplier selection 
in the foodservice industry, there are two which combine potential factors and can be used by 
management to make proper decisions. These two models are Benefits, Costs, Opportunities, and 
Risks (BOCR) merits; and Multi-attribute Utility (MAU) Model. However, it is doubtful, 
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especially in independently-owned foodservice operations, that either of these processes is 
consciously used. Rather, managers of independent foodservice operations may intuitively use 
elements of these two models. Local suppliers who have a general understanding of these 
decision-making models could align their selling approaches with these decision-making 
processes in order to optimize the potential of gaining business in the foodservice industry. 
 With every decision, there are favorable and unfavorable concerns. Some concerns will 
be certain, in that the outcome of the decision is fully known prior to making the decision. For 
other concerns, it will be uncertain, in that the outcome cannot be fully known until after the 
decision is made, yet predictions can be made based on past events. With the BOCR merits 
model, a favorable sure attribute is recognized as a benefit and an unfavorable sure attribute is 
recognized as a cost when evaluating available options to a decision (Saaty & Vargas, 2006). In 
the foodservice industry a beneficial attribute in regards to a local produce supplier could be seen 
as the highest available quality while the cost attribute could be a higher premium price for the 
better product. According to Saaty and Vargas, opportunities are uncertain attributes which are 
potentially positive, and risks are uncertain attributes which are potentially negative. When 
evaluating a local supplier, foodservice management may identify a potential opportunity as 
positive customer response to the support of the local economy with a potential risk as an 
insufficiency of food products due to selection of a low volume supplier or short seasonality of 
that product within the region. Lastly, in the BOCR system the ratings given are called merits 
and the evaluation criteria are referred to as strategic criteria. The evaluation criteria should be 
prioritized with merits assigned to each; the resulting outcome is the overall rating (Saaty & 
Vargas).   
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 MAU model is a mathematical tool used for evaluating and comparing alternatives in 
order to assist in decision-making (Edwards, 1982). It would be likely to find the basis of this 
model being used in many industries, including commercial foodservice. In MAU models, 
decision-maker(s) assign scores to various identified attributes and alternatives of the decision, 
which are subsequently analyzed. When this model is used in the foodservice industry, the 
various alternatives might be available suppliers of needed products, local or conventional. This 
model is meant to allow for evaluation of every attribute of each alternative based on its 
desirability. Full use of the model includes identification of all attributes needed to evaluate the 
alternatives, with a weighted score assigned to each in order to recognize their importance in the 
decision (Edwards). When executing this model in the foodservice industry, the level of quality 
provided by a supplier is likely to be an attribute that has a high weighted score and contributes 
greatly to the final decision. An attribute such as quantity per container may have a low weighted 
score, therefore not becoming a strong identifying factor in the final decision. Some early 
application of MAU model was explored in a public university setting by Strohbehn, Hsu, and 
Song (1993), however no literature was found exploring the use of the MAU model in a 
commercial foodservice setting. 
The Food Supply Chain (FSC) 
Supply Chain Management 
The term supply chain management (SCM) was initiated as a function in wholesaling and 
retailing to describe the integration of logistics and physical distribution functions with the goal 
of reducing delivery lead times (Wisner, 2000). SCM typically includes all value-adding 
activities beginning with the extraction of raw materials, through the transformation process(es), 
and ending with delivery of the product to the end-user (Wisner). Wisner described typical short-
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term objectives in SCM as increasing productivity, reducing inventory, and reducing cycle time. 
Long-term objectives were increasing customer satisfaction, increasing market share, and 
increasing profits for all members in the chain. According to Nix (2001, as cited by Murphy & 
Smith, 2009) when used effectively, potential benefits of SCM are: (a) improved coordination 
from supplier to customer, (b) reduced lead times, (c) greater productivity and efficiency, (d) 
smaller inventories, (e) increased delivery reliability, and (f) lower costs. 
Historically, the food supply chain (FSC) has been a supply-orientated chain in which 
farmers produced what they wanted and then pushed those products into the chain with little care 
or recognition of what the consumer wanted (Boyle, 2007). The FSC has changed to represent an 
increasingly demand-oriented chain in which the consumer is looking for value-creating 
improvements such as improved quality, increased yields, and reduced costs (Boyle). Also, in the 
demand-oriented FSC foodservice operations (including retailers and branded food companies) 
are increasingly specifying what their expectations are of the producers, such as production 
practices, and specification of the products to be received (Boyle).  
Murphy and Smith (2009) identified that in the FSC the large amount of highly 
perishable products and potentially hazardous products add new challenges in comparison to 
supply chains in other industries. This increases the importance of purchasers having current 
information about product availability accessible in order to safely manage the flow of food 
products. Additionally, foodservice operations place increased focus on the FSC because of the 
necessity to be confident in the safety, quality, and origin of the products, as well as to accurately 
convey this information to customers (Murphy & Smith). 
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Farm Management 
In 1999, Rosset (as cited in Starr et al., 2003) reported that small farms play a crucial role 
in the overall farm economy and in their rural communities. Through the Institute for Food and 
Development Policy, Rosset analyzed data cross-nationally and discovered that, despite the wide 
variation in the average farm size from country to country; it was generally each nation’s 
smallest farms which were the most productive. Starr, et al. reviewed the direct marketing of 
farms in their study. It was found that when farm size increased every 100 acres, the odds of that 
farm operation conducting direct marketing decreased. Other findings not directly related to size 
were: (a) increase in farm diversity increased direct marketing, (b) increase of environmentally 
friendly practices increased direct marketing, and (c) an increase in the farmer’s perception of 
selling local increased direct marketing. Lyson (1999) reported similar findings and indicated 
that substitutions of local products for even a small fraction of the food imported from other parts 
of the globe would have immediate and dramatic effects on regional farms, rural landscapes, and 
local communities. 
 Starr, et al. (2003) encouraged farmers to be persistent and work to identify the right size 
of buyer for their operations. They indicated that farmers should not become discouraged when a 
foodservice operation either does not want to buy enough from them or they want to purchase 
more volume then the farmer can provide. Research has shown that retail foodservice operations 
desire quality, which can be met consistently when a farmer sells to an operation matched to the 
growers production capacity. A survey of chefs in Quebec, Canada (Murphy & Smith, 2009) 
found the exchange of information among chefs the most significant method for identification of 
local ingredients; thus, supporting the importance of local suppliers being persistent when 
negotiating with retail foodservice operations. 
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Iowa’s economy is highly farmed based and in 2007 was ranked third in the United States 
in farm income, behind California and Texas, with a total of $5,333,999 in reported income 
(Iowa Workforce Development, n.d.). A large portion of the farm economy is from animal-
product foods, primarily meats and dairy; however produce does contribute a good portion to the 
total income. In 2006, dairy products in Iowa grossed a total income of 41.2 million with a total 
of 1.3 million being exported (Iowa Workforce Development). Therefore, a large amount of 
dairy products are consumed in Iowa, and logically, through many foodservice channels.   
The opportunities for local farmers to gain business in the foodservice industry in Iowa 
appear numerous. In 2006, there were a total of 6,906 licensed foodservice operations in Iowa; 
the largest group (n = 2,312) were small operations employing only one to four staff members 
(Iowa Workforce Development, n.d.).  It is possible that a local farmer approaching a locally 
owned small foodservice operation could result in a better business relationship due to product 
capacity and procurement flexibility, than attempting to sell to a large chain restaurant. 
Purchasing Functions 
Effective purchasing decisions made in a foodservice operation are necessary to achieve 
operational efficiencies and ensure product quality and safety while meeting cost parameters.  
According to a study of large foodservice firms, completed by Reid and Riegel in 1989 (as cited 
in Feinstein & Stefanelli, 2003), the purchasing activities and decisions of a foodservice 
operation were centered around: (a) recipe/menu development, (b) specification writing, (c) 
approval of buying sources and brands, (d) supplier evaluation, (e) negotiation with suppliers, (f) 
change of suppliers or brands, (g) substitution of approved items, (h) approval of new products, 
(i) invoice approval and payment, and (j) order placement with supplier. With each of these 
items, additional requirements and desired attributes may exist. This research did not have a 
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specific focus on the catering foodservice sector; however it would be expected to see some, if 
not all, of these same attributes being identified by management of catering operations as part of 
the purchasing process. Granted many changes have occurred in foodservice procurement and 
sourcing since 1989, yet these items still appear to be typical purchasing factors found in catering 
and other foodservice industries. 
Distribution and Purchasing Systems 
Multiple parties are involved in the foodservice distribution system. In the U.S. alone, 
thousands of sources compete to serve approximately 870,000 foodservice operations (Feinstein 
& Stefanelli, 2005). A typical independently-owned operation is estimated to use 10 to 12 types 
of suppliers for both food and non-food products, while a chain operation will generally use six 
to eight suppliers (Feinstein & Stefanelli). Smaller operations need for more suppliers may be 
due to their inability to meet quantity purchase requirements that conventional suppliers may set. 
For example a conventional supplier may only sell apples by the bushel; however a small 
operation may not be able to use the whole bushel before they go bad. Therefore, they have to 
purchase a smaller quantity through a different supplier that does not have quantity purchase 
requirements, or purchase at the retail level. 
 In the foodservice industry, two types of purchasing systems are commonly seen.  
According to Reed (2006) these are single-source buying and competitive buying. Single-source 
buying was defined as occurring when the buyer orders what they need from one designated 
supplier (Reed); this may also be identified as the prime vendor for that operation. This system is 
frequently used. It may be common to see smaller operations practicing single-source buying for 
convenience and delivery assurances, while larger corporate operations having the resources to 
negotiate for lower costs between multiple suppliers. However, this isn’t a theory that has been 
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fully tested and proven. Large private corporate operations typically engage in the practice of 
competitive buying, which is defined as taking bids from two or more suppliers for any given 
item, based on submitted product specifications (Reed). Although it seems as though awarding 
business to the supplier with the lowest cost based on submitted specifications would be best, in 
the interest of good business relations the foodservice operation may attempt to consolidate 
orders between only a few suppliers to reduce labor costs involved with purchasing and 
receiving, as well as delivery costs or drop charges from multiple vendors (Reed). 
E-procurement 
The use of technology in the foodservice industry is a growing trend. Technology can 
simplify actions in the FSC, such as purchasing, distribution, and receiving between the supplier 
and foodservice operation (Feinstein & Stefanelli, 2005). With an online ordering system, 
purchase functions can be minimized with fewer transaction communications; ultimately 
allowing products to be ordered directly from the supplier with instant feedback regarding price 
and availability (Feinstein & Stefanelli). For example, bar code scans of needed products can be 
communicated directly to a supplier’s warehouse, thus reducing the number of times information 
was transcribed, with reduced risk of error for each transaction. Thus, e-procurement could be a 
competitive advantage for an operation if it is managed correctly. The key benefits found when 
adopting e-procurement are increased efficiency and effectiveness. Kothari, Hu, and Roehl 
(2007) acknowledged increased efficiency with: (a) decreased procurement costs, (b) faster cycle 
times, (c) reduction in unauthorized buying, (d) increased organization of reporting information, 
and (e) a tighter integration of the procurement functions. The resulting increase in effectiveness 
was found by Kothari et al. as being due to: (a) enhanced control over the operation’s supply 
chain, (b) more proactive management of key data, (c) centralization of activities concentrate 
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total operation spending, and (d) improvements in negotiating powers. In small operations an 
additional benefit may be that e-procurement creates a streamlined process for those individuals 
holding multiple roles, including purchasing, in the operation. 
Receiving and Payment 
Ending steps in the FSC are receiving and payment. Feinstein and Stefanelli (2005) 
identified receiving as the act of inspecting and either accepting or rejecting deliveries with the 
ultimate objective to assure the delivered order meets the criteria or specifications outlined when 
the order was placed. Suppliers need to understand and respect the receiving process in 
foodservice operations to maintain a good business relationship. Likewise, the foodservice 
operation should understand that local producers may have more rigid payment procedures in 
order to protect themselves and their cash flow (Murphy & Smith, 2009). Ultimately, pricing and 
payment procedures are as equally important as receiving and require a need for communication 
and understanding between both parties. Likewise, foodservice operations may have specific 
payment policies. Financial managers in commercial foodservice operations tend to keep their 
money as long as possible unless incentives, like cash discounts, make it more ideal to pay early.  
It is common for a local supplier to expect cash-on-delivery (COD) payment; however a local 
supplier may need to operate with more flexibility in order to have an advantage over 
conventional suppliers who have established periodic payment schedules.   
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Chapter 3. Methods and Procedures 
Purpose of Study 
This study sought to compare attitudes toward and purchasing habits of local foods use of 
decision-makers in Iowa catering foodservice operations with findings from similar research in 
other foodservice industries. This project also identified farmer, producer, or supplier 
characteristics desired by commercial catering foodservice decision-makers so local farmers or 
producers can tailor their sales approaches to meet these needs. 
Research Design 
Commercial catering operations in Iowa were selected for the study with three sectors 
identified: stand-alone, restaurant-affiliated, and grocer-affiliated. Two phases were developed 
for the research process, consisting of different methods of research: qualitative and quantitative.  
The qualitative approach, used in Phase 1, consisted of three one-on-one interviews with a 
decision-maker in a catering operation in each of the three catering sectors in Central Iowa 
(United States). These interviews were used to develop a survey subsequently administered to 
catering operations in five distinct geographic metro areas in Iowa during Phase 2 of the study. 
The survey assessed the attitude toward and purchasing habits of local foods use as seen by 
decision-makers in catering operations as well as desired supplier characteristics in these three 
catering sectors. The original design of a two phase study was expanded to include a third phase: 
telephone interviews to a representative number of catering operations in each of the five metro 
areas and catering sectors. This additional phase was included to increase responses in 
recognition of historically low responses from commercial foodservice operations to mail 
surveys. Research protocol and data collection instruments were approved by Iowa State 
University Institutional Review Board (IRB, see Appendix A). 
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Phase 1 - Qualitative Phase 
 Sample. 
 A convenience sample of three catering operations [stand-alone (n = 1), restaurant-
affiliated (n = 1), and grocer-affiliated (n = 1)] were selected based on knowledge of their 
operations and willingness to participate. All three operations were located in the same metro 
area of Central Iowa. Two of the three participants initially contacted completed the interview; 
however the restaurant-affiliated operation initially contacted was unable to participate.  
Therefore, a new participant was located and agreed to complete the interview. Each catering 
sector was represented during the interview process. 
 Data collection instrument. 
 The interviews were unstructured; however a structured set of questions (see Appendix 
B) was used to guide the conversations and ensure all topics needed for survey development 
were discussed. The guideline consisted of 18 open-ended questions developed to assess the 
participants’ attitudes and use of local foods in their catering operations that was created through 
review of literature on the topics of interest. Information obtained from the participants was used 
to develop response selections for the survey in conjunction with data from previous research 
(FPC, 2003; Starr et. al, 2003; Strohbehn & Gregoire, 2002). 
 Data collection. 
 Phone and/or email contact was made with each participant prior to the interview date to 
secure participation and set the interview time. A script was used to make contact with the 
operation (see Appendix C). A cover letter of consent was provided to each participant prior to 
beginning the interview which explained the purpose of the interview and study. Each interview 
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was completed during May 2009 at the participants’ place of business and lasted approximately 
30 minutes. Interviews were recorded to allow for future analysis of the responses.   
Data analysis. 
 Responses were compiled and reviewed for all three participants. An analysis of 
commonalities and differences was conducted. Most responses were common among each of the 
three participants, as well as being similar to findings from previous research. These findings 
were used to develop the survey for the Phase 2 of the study. 
Phase 2 - Quantitative Phase 
Population. 
The study population consisted of stand-alone, restaurant-affiliated, and grocer-affiliated 
catering operations in five Iowa metro areas. These five metro areas, located in distinct 
geographic regions of the state, were: (a) Des Moines/Ames, (b) Cedar Rapids/Iowa City, (c) 
Sioux City, (d) Davenport, and (e) Council Bluffs. Operations that met the criteria of being a 
catering operation and located in one of the five metro areas were found through use of online 
phone directories. Thus, a database of catering operations was created for this study. Only 
operations that had a valid mailing address listed were selected from the online phone directory.  
Efforts to include operations from each of the three catering sectors in each region were made; 
however, in some cases the operations’ sector was not clear. Therefore, a question was included 
on the survey that asked participants to indicate their sector of operation. The total number of 
surveys mailed was 250. Table 1 provides a representation of operations identified by the five 
metro areas. 
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Table 1  
Number of Operations by Metro Area in Phase 2 
Metro Area Number of operations identified 
Des Moines/Ames 118 
Cedar Rapids/Iowa City 50 
Sioux City 29 
Davenport 36 
Council Bluffs 17 
TOTAL 250 
 
 Survey instrument. 
 The survey instrument was created through a combination of review of literature, 
instruments used in previous research (FPC, 2003; Starr et. al, 2003; Strohbehn & Gregoire, 
2002), and information gathered during Phase 1 of this study. A review of content was 
completed by thesis committee members (n = 3), as well as with faculty and staff (n = 3) in the 
Hotel, Restaurant, and Institutional Management Program at Iowa State University (Ames, 
Iowa). Dillman’s (2007) tailored design method for surveys was referenced when designing the 
data collection instrument. The following terms were defined on the data collection instrument 
for participants: (a) conventional sources, (b) locally grown produce, (c) local dairy products, 
and (d) working relationship. 
 Surveys (see Appendix D) were mailed to all operations (n = 250) along with a cover 
letter of consent explaining the purpose of study and a pre-stamped return envelope. The surveys 
were color coded by geographic regions to assist in the data analysis process. The survey 
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consisted of two sections: “Local Foods Use - What do you think?” and “Tell us about yourself 
and your business,” consisting of 19 and 8 questions, respectively. The first section (Local Foods 
Use - What do you think?), consisted of six attitude statements and current practices that 
respondents indicated their perceived level of importance using a 5-point Likert-type rating scale 
(5 = most important, 1 = least important). Of these attitude statements and current practices, five 
items were targeted to those operations which indicated they did purchase locally grown foods, 
and one item for those who did not. Remaining questions in this section consisted of multiple 
choice (nine items); forced choice (one item); and open-ended response (three items). The 
second section (Tell us about yourself and your business) contained multiple choice (seven 
items) and forced choice (one item) questions about characteristics of the respondent and their 
operation.   
Data collection. 
 Surveys were mailed to the 250 identified operations the week of September 7, 2009.  
Completed surveys were accepted until November 30, 2009. This longer than average data 
collection period was due to the initial low response rate, therefore the timeframe length was 
extended in order to obtain more data. Of the 250 surveys sent, 46 were returned as undeliverable 
and three were returned with a note indicating they were unable to complete the survey due to 
restrictions or closure of the business. Six weeks after the survey mailing, a reminder postcard 
was sent to all of the remaining operations that had not responded (N = 193, see Appendix E).  
Four postcards were returned as undeliverable in addition to the undeliverable surveys; 
decreasing the population to 197. Thus, at the completion of the data collection period, 17 
surveys had been returned, however one was not analyzed as the operation served needy families 
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and therefore did not qualify as a catering operation. Thus, a return rate of 8.1% was achieved 
with 16 usable surveys. 
As an additional follow up effort, 26 phone calls were made randomly in each metro area 
to operations that had not responded, asking if they recalled receiving the survey and requesting 
completion and return of the survey prior to November 30
th
. Of these 26 operations contacted, 
three agreed to complete and return the survey. Thus, a total of 19 surveys were analyzed (9.6% 
response rate). 
Data analyses. 
 At the end of the collection period, 9.6% (N = 19) surveys were completed and analyzed.  
Survey questions and responses were coded and inputted into Microsoft Excel. The data was 
divided into two groups, those that had purchased local foods (n = 15) and those that had not 
purchased local foods (n = 4). The coded data was uploaded into PASW Statistics
TM
 (version 18, 
2009) software for analysis. Response frequencies were tallied for all nominal and ordinal data.  
Means of scaled data were tested using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), with three linear 
contrasts to compare the three catering sectors (stand-alone, restaurant-affiliated, and grocer-
affiliated) for those operations that did purchase local foods. Data was tested for homogeneity of 
variance using the Levene statistic. 
Phase 3 - Post-Survey Qualitative Phase 
Sample. 
Of the 177 operations that never responded to the mail survey, three to six operations 
were identified in each metro area to ensure each catering sector was represented. The database 
of operations that responded in Phase 2 was referenced prior to selection for Phase 3 in order to 
assure duplicate data was not collected. The total number of operations interviewed over the 
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phone in this phase of the study was 18. Contact information for these operations was located 
through the database previously established in Phase 1. Operations found to be out of business or 
unable to complete the interview were replaced by other available operations in the same metro 
area and catering sector using the existing database. In some occasions (n = 2), alternate options 
were not available in the same metro area. Table 2 provides a profile of the convenience sample 
by metro area and catering sector. 
Table 2  
Number of Operations Interviewed by Phone by Metro Area and Catering Sector in Phase 3 
Metro Area Stand-alone Restaurant-affiliated Grocer-affiliated 
Des Moines/Ames 2 0 2 
Cedar Rapids/Iowa City 1 1 1 
Sioux City 0 1 1 
Davenport 0 2 3 
Council Bluffs 1 1 2 
TOTAL 4 5 9 
 
Data Collection Instrument. 
 A telephone script was used to introduce and explain the research and purpose for the 
interview (see Appendix F). The data collection instrument was initially designed from the 
interview guideline used during Phase 1 and the mail survey used during Phase 2. The instrument 
consisted of 18 questions related to the decision-makers’ attitudes toward and current use of local 
foods and six questions about the participants and their operations. It was intended each 
interview would take approximately 30 minutes to complete. However, after completing the first 
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two interviews, it was found all interviewees were expressing a concern for time. Therefore, the 
data collection instrument was shortened to lessen the amount of time needed to complete the 
interview (see Appendix G for the revised data collection instrument used in Phase 3). The 
questions commonly answered remained on the instrument. For example, questions regarding 
previously or currently used sources were removed to focus on the preferred source only. The 
adjusted instrument consisted of nine questions related to the decision-makers’ attitudes toward 
and current use of local foods. The six questions about participants and their operations remained 
unchanged. 
Data Collection. 
Participants agreeing to complete the interview were deemed to have given informal 
consent. Interviews were completed December 1
st
 through 5
th
, 2009; with three interviewed 
December 7
th 
and 8
th
 at the request of the participant. The interviews, including introduction and 
discussion, took approximately 10 minutes to complete. 
Discussion and responses were recorded by the interviewer using a copy of the original 
mail survey. Therefore, responses were coded in a similar fashion as the mail survey for analysis 
based on emerging trends and identified themes. 
Data Analyses. 
 Interview questions and responses were coded and inputted into Microsoft Excel. Like 
the mail survey the data was divided into two groups, those that did purchase local foods (n = 11) 
and those that did not purchase local foods (n = 7). The coded data was uploaded into PASW 
Statistics
TM
 (version 18, 2009) software for analysis. Response frequencies were tallied for all 
data.  Scaled data was not included as participants only identified items which were most 
important instead of providing a rating. 
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Chapter 4. Results and Discussion 
Introduction 
This study sought to compare decision-makers in Iowa catering foodservice operations 
attitudes toward and purchasing habits of local foods use with findings from similar research in 
other foodservice industries, as well as between the three catering sectors identified. This project 
also identified farmer or producer supplier characteristics desired by commercial catering 
foodservice decision-makers. In this chapter, findings from the three phases of research, both 
qualitative and quantitative, are presented. 
Phase 1 - Qualitative Phase 
Selected decision-makers of operations in each type of catering sector in Central Iowa 
(stand-alone, restaurant-affiliated, and grocer-affiliated) were invited to participate in an 
interview, with findings to be used in development of a survey for distribution in five Iowa metro 
areas in the subsequent Phase 2 of the research project. The participants provided feedback on 
items regarding current use of local foods, supplier characteristics desired, current purchasing 
activities, and benefits/obstacles to local foods use. An interview guideline, which consisted of 
18 open-ended questions was used to guide the discussion (see Appendix B), with each 
conversation lasting approximately 30 minutes. 
All three operations were currently purchasing or had purchased foods from local 
sources. Each of the participants identified customer requests and building relationships as 
factors influencing their decisions to purchase locally grown foods. Additionally, the stand-alone 
and restaurant-affiliated operations indicated they chose to purchase local foods based on the 
particular season of the year, due to their perceptions that this source would provide a higher 
quality product during the region’s growing season. The decision-makers of restaurant-affiliated 
34 
 
and grocer-affiliated operations reported that an average of 10% of their monthly purchases 
during peak growing season were through local sources, while the stand-alone operation 
averaged 5%. Common produce items purchased locally among the three operations were:  
tomatoes, rhubarb, lettuces, squashes, sweet corn, and melons. All dairy products were purchased 
locally in the restaurant- and grocer-affiliated operations, while the stand-alone operation only 
occasionally purchased cheeses locally. A major dairy company in the state happens to be 
located in central Iowa, thus this particular local dairy is not a farmer owned and operated 
enterprise, but was considered local in this study. 
When participants were asked to identify sources of local food purchases and how these 
sources became known to them, the prevalent response was direct from a farmer while 
knowledge of the source was primarily from word-of-mouth advertising and farmers’ markets.  
The grocer-affiliated operation manager also identified marketing materials from local sources as 
a source of information. The stand-alone and restaurant-affiliated operations did not report 
consistently receiving marketing materials from local food sources. In the grocer-affiliated 
operation, however, many of the marketing materials came through the store’s produce manager 
and/or store dietitian, suggesting that local farmers may not be aware of the catering industry as a 
potential market for their products since other areas are being targeted.   
Important food selection factors identified in the three interviews were quality and 
availability. Availability was considered specific to the need for long-term planning and 
decision-maker confidence the product(s) would be available from the local source when the 
product was actually needed. Use of product specifications for ordering was common only in the 
grocer-affiliated operation, with specifications pertaining to the product type, product count, and 
delivery date/time. The stand-alone and restaurant-affiliated operations indicated product needs 
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were typically communicated through the vendors order sheets, which were completed with the 
vendor representative through verbal or written communications. 
Commonalities in the interviews regarding important supplier characteristics centered on 
delivery of the product. Differences were found between the three operation’s decision-makers 
with regards to purchasing, payment preferences, and decisions. The grocer-affiliated and stand-
alone operations preferred single-source buying, with payment upon receipt of bill preferred by 
the grocer-affiliated operation decision-maker while the stand-alone operation decision-maker 
was flexible in regards to payment procedures and complied with the vendors’ preference. The 
restaurant-affiliated operation decision-maker used bid processing/competitive buying methods 
of purchasing and reviewed supplier evaluations to make purchasing decisions. This decision-
maker also identified cash-on-delivery as the preferred method of payment. It should be noted 
that as an independent operation, there is more flexibility with cash on hand due to unrestrictive 
accounting processes making cash-on-delivery easier for these operations than corporate or chain 
operations who may have to comply with rigid accounting procedures.  
Identified benefits to purchasing locally were common between the stand-alone and 
grocer-affiliated operations, with both perceiving fresher food as the top benefit. These benefits 
varied from those perceived by the decision-maker of the restaurant-affiliated operation, who 
perceived building working relationships with local producers as a key benefit to local food use. 
Reliable and year-round source of food items were identified as common challenges to 
purchasing locally by all three operations; which is not surprising given the Iowa climate and 
limited growing season.   
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Phase 2 - Quantitative Phase 
 Mailed surveys were sent to 250 stand-alone, restaurant-affiliated, and grocer-affiliated 
catering operations in five metro Iowa areas, located in distinct geographic regions of the state:  
(a) Des Moines/Ames, (b) Cedar Rapids/Iowa City, (c) Sioux City, (d) Davenport, and (e) 
Council Bluffs. Due to business closures or incorrect and insufficient addresses, 53 operations 
from the original database were deemed unable to participate; therefore the final population size 
was 197. Twenty surveys were returned completed by the end of the collection period. However, 
one survey was removed as the operation served needy families and therefore did not qualify as a 
catering operation. Thus, 19 valid surveys were available for analysis, resulting in a 9.6% 
response rate. This is found to be in the typical range for response rates for the commercial 
foodservice industry (C. H. Strohbehn, personal communication, September 26, 2009). 
The 19 completed surveys were divided into two groups, those that did purchase locally 
grown/produced products (n = 15) and those that did not purchase locally grown/produced 
products (n = 4). Findings from those operations that did purchase local products are presented 
first, followed by those that did not purchase. Table 3 provides a profile of responding operations 
by metro area and catering sector. 
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Table 3  
Number of Responding Operations by Metro Area and Catering Sector in Phase 2 (N = 19) 
Metro area 
Stand-
alone 
Restaurant-
affiliated 
Grocer-
affiliated 
TOTAL 
 
Purchased local foods 
Des Moines/Ames 2 7 1 10 
Cedar Rapids/Iowa City 1 0 0 1 
Sioux City 1 0 0 1 
Davenport 0 3 0 3 
Council Bluffs 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 4 10 1 15 
 
Did not purchase local foods 
Des Moines/Ames 0 0 0 0 
Cedar Rapids/Iowa City 1 0 0 1 
Sioux City 1 0 1 2 
Davenport 0 0 0 0 
Council Bluffs 1 0 0 1 
TOTAL 3 0 1 4 
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 The main response areas of Des Moines/Ames and Davenport were expected as the 
geographic regions in which they are located have strong communities focusing on the use of 
local products in support of the local economy and of the environment (Perry, 2009; “Survey,” 
2010). Additionally, these geographic regions had larger databases of available operations than 
most other geographic regions. When appropriate, statistical comparisons were made between 
the three catering sectors to determine if significant differences existed among the attitudes 
toward local food use and desired supplier characteristics. 
Demographic Information of Responding Operations 
 Operations that did purchase local products. 
 Of the 12 operations that responded to a question about years in operation, 7 reported 
having been in business for 10 or more years; followed by 3 for 5-10 years and 2 for 2-4 years. 
Three operations did not provide this data. Therefore, most responding operations can be 
assumed to have been fairly well established and successful. Seven of the respondents were 
owners of the operation, while five identified themselves as manager. Three operations did not 
provide this data. Six of the respondents had been with the operation since it opened; followed 
by three for five or more years, two for three to five years, and one for less than six months at the 
current operation. 
 The menu scope/style of food or service offered by the responding operations varied; 
however gourmet was identified from a list of options most frequently with 11 of the 13 
operations that responded to the question indicated they provided gourmet options to their 
customers. Home-style was identified by eight operations, picnic/bar-b-que and boxed/individual 
were both identified by five operations, and convenience by four operations as menu scope/style 
options they provide to customers. Three operations indicated they offered all possible menu 
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scopes/styles to their customers. Definitions of the menu scopes/styles were not provided on the 
survey; therefore they were subjectively defined by the respondents. 
 Seven of the 13 operations responding about catering business levels reported they 
catered an average of more than 20 functions a month. The remaining respondents catered one to 
five (n = 5) and six to ten (n = 1) functions a month. The size of these functions varied among 
respondents, the highest frequency reported catering functions with an average of 51-150 
attendees (n = 5). Remaining respondents catered functions with an average of 11-50 (n = 4), 
151-250 (n = 3), and 251-350 (n = 1) attendees. 
 Operations that did not purchase local products. 
Of the four operations that indicated local foods were not purchased, three had been in 
business for 10 or more years with the other operation reporting a business life span of 5 to 10 
years. One of these respondents was the operation’s owner while the other three were managers.  
Two of the respondents had been with the operation since it opened, while the other two 
respondents had been with the operation for five or more years.  
All four responding operations indicated the menu scope/style of food or service offered 
included gourmet items, while three offered boxed/individual. The other options (home-style, 
convenience, and picnic/bar-b-que) were each offered by two operations. Two operations 
indicated they offered all possible menu scope/style options to their customers. All four of the 
responding operations catered an average of more than 20 functions per month. However, the 
size of these functions varied among respondents. Two operations catered functions with 51-150 
attendees, while one other operation catered functions with an average of 251-350 attendees. One 
operation did not provide this data. 
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Purchasing Habits and Supplier Usage of Operations that Did Purchase Local Products 
 Data from this study indicated that local foods use isn’t a new trend in catering operations 
in Iowa. Respondents were provided a list of time ranges to report on when local purchasing 
began in their catering operations. Of the 15 operations which purchased locally grown produce, 
13 reported having done so for three or more years, with one respondent commenting that they 
had purchased locally since opening 16 years ago. Likewise, 6 of the 10 respondents that 
reported they purchased local dairy products had done so for three or more years. Strohbehn and 
Gregoire (2003) reported that local foodservice operations were potential new markets for 
producers, aside from farmers’ markets and direct sales to consumers; however it appears in 
Iowa that this has been a viable market for producers for many years. Additionally, NRA’s 
What’s Hot publication, rated locally grown produce as the number one trend for restaurants in 
2009 and 2010 (NRA, 2008, 2009). 
Purchasing frequency varied between locally grown produce and dairy products, as well 
as between catering sectors. All operations that indicated purchasing local foods reported locally 
grown produce was purchased. Table 4 describes the purchasing frequency of locally grown 
produce by the 15 respondents that reported having done so. 
 Findings from this study indicate that restaurant-affiliated catering operations made 
locally grown produce purchases more frequently than grocer-affiliated and stand-alone 
operations. This greater frequency could be due to more consistency in purchase needs as 
restaurants’ purchasing decisions include food production needs for diners during regular 
restaurants hours in addition to catering, unlike stand-alone and grocer-affiliated operations 
which have varying production schedules and needed quantities.   
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Table 4  
Purchasing Frequency of Locally Grown Produce by Catering Sector in Phase 2 (n = 15) 
Purchasing frequency 
Stand-alone Restaurant-
affiliated 
Grocer-
affiliated 
TOTAL 
Once a week 0 8 0 8 
Multiple times a month 0 0 1 1 
Once a month 0 1 0 1 
Every 2-4 months 0 1 0 1 
Every 5-7 months 1 0 0 1 
Every 8-11 months 0 0 0 0 
Once a year 2 1 0 3 
TOTAL 3 11 1 15 
 
The majority of operations (n = 8) responded that locally grown produce purchases were 
made weekly and noted this frequency was primarily during the peak growing season for specific 
produce varieties in Iowa. The survey presented calendar months of the four seasons in Iowa: 
winter, spring, summer, and autumn. Table 5 provides reported estimated percentages of 
purchases made locally based on item count in each season; for example, in autumn, if 50 pounds 
of the 100 pounds of produce purchased were from local sources, then 50% of purchases were 
local.   
 
 
 
 
42 
 
 
Table 5  
Locally Grown Produce Purchases as a Percentage of all Product Purchases by Season in Phase 
2 (n = 12) 
 Purchase % 
 
Winter  
(Dec - Feb) 
Spring 
(March - May) 
Summer 
(June - Aug) 
Autumn  
(Sept - Nov) 
Mean % of produce purchased 11.2 23.7 43.3 25.4 
Range of reported estimated % 0 - 90 0 - 90 2 - 100 0 - 90 
 
 Again, not surprising given the northern climate for this state, the months of September 
through November and March through May, which allow for production of only a few types of 
produce items, were seasons with the highest amount of local produce purchased. While, 
December through February, which is very limited with most items produced in hot houses, were 
the seasons with the fewest purchases from local sources. 
A national review of purchasing habits with 113 Chefs Collaborative members (FPC, 
2003) reported an average of 41% of all monthly purchases was through local sources, with the 
most respondents (41%) indicating they purchased 1% to 25% of all products locally. The largest 
portion of responding members were located in Oregon (13.3%) and California (11.5%) where 
growing seasons are longer than Iowa, and for certain products, even year-round. However, 
findings from this study indicated that although Iowa has a short growing season, these 
participating catering operations were purchasing locally at similar rates to foodservice 
operations in other states during peak months that product is available. This data suggested that 
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an extension of the growing season in Iowa would result in an increase in purchases from local 
producers. Groups, such as Practical Farmers of Iowa, are working to teach producers how to 
effectively extend their growing seasons through the use of low-tech high tunnels that can be 
used in a cold climate to raise vegetables year-round. 
An abundant selection of produce items is available in Iowa, particularly during peak 
growing season. Participants identified their most frequent local produce purchases from a list of 
20 fresh produce items. Table 6 shows the number and percentage of responding operations (n = 
14) purchasing locally by produce item. 
Tomatoes were identified by the greatest frequency of respondents (n = 12) as a fresh 
produce item purchased locally often. This is an unsurprising finding given that a study of Iowa 
producers (Gregoire, Arendt, & Strohbehn, 2005) found tomatoes to be the most frequently sold 
produce item to consumers and foodservice operations. Some respondents in the current study 
commented that heirloom varieties of this product were often purchased. This finding is similar 
to the FPC study (2003) in which respondents (sample size was not reported) were asked to 
identify products purchased through local sources that could not be easily replaced with a similar 
product from a conventional source. In the produce category for that study, multiple heirloom 
and specialty products (including organic) were identified. Ten other local produce items were 
identified by over half of the respondents in the current study as being purchased from local 
sources often. These findings suggested that opportunities for producers to sell products direct to 
local catering operations do exist. 
 
 
 
44 
 
Table 6  
Number and Percent of Respondents Reporting Local Produce Purchases by Produce Item in 
Phase 2 (n = 14)  
Produce item Respondents % of responding operations  
Tomatoes 12 85.7 
Apples 11 78.5 
Herbs 10 71.4 
Lettuces 10 71.4 
Melons 10 71.4 
Green beans 9 64.3 
Sweet corn 9 64.3 
Berries 9 64.3 
Squashes 8 57.1 
Asparagus 7 50.0 
Peppers 7 50.0 
Potatoes 7 50.0 
Carrots 5 35.7 
Onions 5 35.7 
Garlic 5 35.7 
Rhubarb 5 35.8 
Broccoli 4 28.6 
Eggplant 4 28.6 
Mushrooms 4 28.6 
Sweet peas 1   7.1 
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In this study, local dairy products were defined as those obtained and processed within 60 
miles of the catering operation. As findings are interpreted, it should be noted that a major dairy 
producer is located in central Iowa (Des Moines/Ames), which was the highest responding 
region. Although this dairy is not farmer owned and operated it was considered local given the 
definition in this study. Catering operations that purchased local dairy reported doing so more 
often than locally grown produce. Given that seasonal changes don’t affect the dairy industry to 
the degree they do produce, this finding was not surprising. Additionally, in 2006, dairy products 
in Iowa grossed a total income of 41.2 million dollars with only 1.3 million dollars of products 
being exported (Iowa Workforce Development, n.d.). Therefore, a large amount of the dairy 
products being produced are consumed in the state, and likely in many foodservice related 
operations. Of those operations that purchased local dairy products (n = 10), eight (all restaurant-
affiliated operations) reported that purchases occurred weekly, while the grocer-affiliated 
operation indicated purchases were made multiple times a month and the one stand-alone 
operation that purchased local dairy indicated purchase frequency of once a month.  
Reported data indicate that seasonal changes had little, if any, effect on purchase 
percentages of local dairy products throughout the year, as shown in Table 7. Production of dairy 
typically remains steady throughout the year, however smaller dairy operations may have more 
fluctuation in production through the year based on the size of the milking herd. Additionally, 
two operations reported purchasing 100% and 90%, respectively, of dairy products from local 
sources year-round. 
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Table 7  
Locally Produced Dairy Purchases as a Percentage of all Dairy Purchases by Season in Phase 2 
(n = 10) 
 Purchase % 
 
Winter  
(Dec - Feb) 
Spring 
(March - May) 
Summer 
(June - Aug) 
Autumn  
(Sept - Nov) 
Mean % of dairy purchased 42.5 40.5 42.5 41.0 
Range of reported estimated % 5 - 100 5 - 100 5 - 100 5 - 100 
 
As noted earlier, purchasing habits of those operations that used local dairy differed from 
the purchasing habits of locally grown produce. Table 8 shows the number and percentage of 
responding operations (n = 10) purchasing locally by dairy item. 
Table 8 
Number and Percent of Respondents Reporting Local Dairy Purchases by Dairy Item in Phase 2 
(n = 10)  
Dairy item Respondents % of responding operations  
Milk/Cream 7 70.0 
Artisanal cheeses 7 70.0 
Goat cheeses 7 70.0 
Traditional cheeses 5 50.0 
Ice cream 3 30.0 
Sour cream 3 30.0 
Yogurt 0   0.0 
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 The dairy items identified as purchased locally most often were goat and artisanal 
cheeses, milk, and cream (n = 7). As noted earlier, the purchase of these items by catering 
operations is consistent throughout the year as the change in seasons doesn’t affect production 
capability of these dairy products. The only dairy item found not to be purchased locally by any 
participating operation was yogurt. 
 Respondents provided information on number of suppliers currently used, maximum 
number of suppliers manageable by the operation, and supplier sources. In all catering sectors, a 
higher mean number of suppliers were used to purchase local produce than dairy items. This 
finding may be because dairy producers carry most, if not all, dairy items; while a produce 
farmer may only harvest one or two produce items, therefore requiring the use of more producers 
to purchase all needed produce items. Table 9 provides mean averages of supplier use for both 
product categories by catering sector. 
Table 9  
Mean Number of Local Suppliers Used by Product Category and Catering Sector in Phase 2 
Product 
category 
M  
(Stand-alone) 
M 
(Restaurant-affiliated) 
M 
(Grocer-affiliated)  
M 
(Total) 
Fresh Produce 2.5 (n = 2) 4.4 (n = 10) 10.0   (n = 1) 5.6 (n = 13) 
Dairy 2.0 (n = 1) 1.5   (n = 8) 5.0 (n = 1) 2.8 (n = 10) 
 
In both product categories, the grocer-affiliated operation purchased from a greater 
number of local suppliers. This is possibly due to purchase or selection of products through the 
respective grocery store department, where products from multiple suppliers are available. 
Additionally, restaurant-affiliated operations used a greater number of local suppliers than stand-
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alone operations, which could correspond with the finding reported earlier that restaurant-
affiliated operations purchase foods more often due to a higher capacity of production and 
service with use in the restaurant as well as catered events. 
 The data remained consistent when respondents were asked to identify the maximum 
number of suppliers they felt they could reasonably purchase from and manage effectively for all 
products and supplies (such as paper goods, produce, meat, and dairy), including both local and 
conventional sources. The lowest mean number reported was 4.0 suppliers by stand-alone 
operations (n = 3). It could be that stand-alone operations do not employ as many individuals as 
restaurant- and grocer-affiliated operations, leaving them less able to manage a greater number of 
suppliers. The mean number of suppliers reported by restaurant-affiliated operations (n = 10) was 
8.5. However, a range of three to thirty suppliers was reported, indicating that there may not be 
much consistency in the supplier management and selection habits in restaurant-affiliated 
catering operations in Iowa. Lastly, the mean number of suppliers reported by the grocer-
affiliated operation was 50. This finding is consistent with previous discussion in which grocer-
affiliated operations may use a greater number of local suppliers due to the relationship the 
operation has with its grocery store. In the Strohbehn and Gregoire study (2002) respondents (n = 
18) rated working with multiple vendors (M = 3.2 on a 5-point scale with 5 = high obstacle) as 
the second highest obstacle to purchasing locally. Likewise, FPC (2003) reported that 
complicated ordering or dealing with too many suppliers was the fourth highest obstacle 
identified in the open-ended question (19% of all respondents) by Chefs Collaborative members 
(n = 86). 
 Further analysis of reported supplier usage patterns found that the grocer-affiliated 
operation felt better able to manage a greater number of both fresh produce and dairy suppliers 
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(local and conventional sources). Stand-alone and restaurant-affiliated operations followed a 
similar trend as previously found with maximum number of supplier usage for all products. 
Table 10 displays the frequency count of the maximum number of fresh produce suppliers (local 
and conventional sources) that were identified as manageable by each catering sector. Table 11 
provides the same information for dairy suppliers. 
Table 10  
Frequency of Maximum Number of Fresh Produce Suppliers to Manage by Catering Sector in 
Phase 2 
Supplier usage 
Stand-alone  
(n = 3) 
Restaurant-affiliated 
(n = 10) 
Grocer-affiliated 
(n = 1) 
Total 
(n = 14) 
1 - 2 suppliers 2 2 0 4 
3 - 5 suppliers 1 5 0 6 
5+ suppliers 0 3 1 4 
 
Table 11  
Frequency of Maximum Number of Dairy Suppliers to Manage by Catering Sector in Phase 2  
Supplier usage 
Stand-alone  
(n = 3) 
Restaurant-affiliated 
(n = 8) 
Grocer-affiliated 
(n = 1) 
Total 
(n = 12) 
1 - 2 suppliers 3 6 0 9 
3 - 5 suppliers 0 2 0 2 
5+ suppliers 0 0 1 1 
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Interestingly, respondents deemed management capability higher for fresh produce 
suppliers than dairy suppliers. This finding may be due to a limited number of available dairy 
suppliers as compared to fresh produce. Also a greater number of fresh produce items exist than 
that of dairy items, therefore requiring more suppliers to meet needs. 
 Findings indicated that multiple avenues do indeed exist for foodservice operations to 
make local food purchases. Respondents were provided with the following options when 
indicating which source(s) they had or were currently using to purchase local products: (a) direct 
from a farmer, (b) farmer’s co-op, (c) farmers’ market, (d) foodservice distributor, (e) local 
manufacturer/processor, and (f) food broker; multiple responses were accepted. Direct from a 
farmer was indicated most often in all catering sectors, with 10 of the 14 respondents indicating 
they had or were currently purchasing local produce or dairy directly from the farmer 
growing/producing the product(s). The data corresponded with FPC study (2003) findings in 
which 81% of all respondents (n = 87) purchased most often direct from a farmer. In the current 
study, purchasing through a foodservice distributor (n = 9) and farmers’ market (n = 8) were also 
frequently used sources. Local manufacturer/processor (n = 6), farmer’s co-op (n = 4), and food 
broker (n = 2) were the least common sources identified for local products. 
 Surprisingly, the data regarding respondents preferred supplier source for locally grown 
products didn’t follow this same trend. Purchasing direct from a farmer remained the most 
frequently selected option and was identified as the highest preferred source by 10 of the 13 
respondents. Likewise, 57% of all respondents (n = 84) in the FPC study (2003) preferred 
purchasing direct from a farmer. Although not used as often, farmers’ market was the next 
highest preferred source identified by respondents (n = 6) for local products in the current study.  
Remaining responses were foodservice distributor (n = 5), farmer’s co-op (n = 4), local 
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manufacturer/processor (n = 3), no preference (n = 2), and food broker (n = 1). Table 12 provides 
the frequency of preferred supplier source for locally grown products by catering sector. 
Table 12  
Frequency of Preferred Supplier Source by Catering Sector in Phase 2 (n = 13) 
Supplier source 
Stand-alone Restaurant-
affiliated 
Grocer-
affiliated 
Total 
Direct from a farmer 2 7 1 10 
Farmers’ market 1 5 0 6 
Foodservice distributor 1 3 1 5 
Farmer’s co-op 2 2 0 4 
Local manufacturer/processor 0 2 1 3 
No preference 0 2 0 2 
Food broker 0 0 1 1 
Note. Multiple responses accepted. 
 When reviewing the data specifically by catering sector, preferences varied. Stand-alone 
operations preferred to purchase direct from a farmer or through a farmer’s co-op, which may 
correspond to another finding from this study that suggests a smaller number of suppliers is more 
manageable in these operations, making these sources more preferable. The likelihood of a 
smaller workforce in stand-alone operations seems to correspond with this pattern of findings as 
purchasing direct from a farmer or through a farmer’s co-op may not require as much time as 
visiting the local farmers’ market to make purchases. Restaurant-affiliated operations preferred 
to purchase direct from a farmer or through a farmers’ market. The grocer-affiliated operation 
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choose not to purchase through farmers’ markets, likely due to quantity needed and that similar 
products would be more accessible in the grocery stores produce or dairy department. 
 Three different avenues were identified by respondents (n = 12) as the most common way 
local produce producers were located; multiple responses were accepted. The most frequent 
responses were farmers’ market (n = 8), reputation (n = 5), and recommendation (n = 5). Source 
identification from a Buy Local campaign directory (n = 2) and marketing efforts (n = 2) were 
less common among all respondents. The findings on locating local dairy producers were similar 
to that of fresh produce. The most frequent responses were reputation and recommendation (n = 
4), followed by farmers’ market (n = 3). The least common responses were marketing (n = 2) and 
a Buy Local campaign directory (n = 1). Murphy and Smith (2009) found that the most 
significant method for identification of local ingredients was the exchange of information among 
chefs. Therefore, a key to success for a local producer appears to be getting their business 
recognized by attending farmers’ markets, creating a reputable image among customers, and 
being persistent; all of which can lead to positive word-of-mouth advertising and 
recommendations among operations. Although the data was found on limited resources, this 
appears to be a key finding in which the decision-makers in foodservice operations want to see a 
face and know who they are purchasing from instead of relying only on information in a Buy 
Local campaign or an advertisement. Likewise, a study of Colorado commercial restaurant 
operations (Starr, et al., 2003) found through the open-ended questionnaire completed by 
respondents that a commonly perceived benefit to local food use was the face-to-face 
interactions. 
 The method of payment used in these catering operations when purchasing from local 
suppliers varied. Respondents were provided three options to identify which method had been 
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used: (a) cash-on-delivery, (b) periodic payment schedule, and (c) payment upon bill; multiple 
responses were accepted. Cash-on-delivery (n = 12) was most commonly used, followed by 
payment upon bill (n = 8) and periodic payment schedule (n = 6). One restaurant-affiliated 
operation in central Iowa commented that in their operation trading product for gift cards is a 
commonly used method of payment with local suppliers.  
Preference of payment methods in these catering operations followed a similar trend to 
previously reported research. Strohbehn and Gregoire (2002) study respondents (n = 18) rated 
payment procedures as the lowest perceived obstacle of purchasing locally (M = 2.6 on a 5-point 
scale with 5 = high obstacle). Table 13 provides a description of payment method preference by 
catering sector. 
Table 13  
Frequency of Preferred Payment Method by Catering Sector in Phase 2 (n = 13) 
Payment method 
Stand-alone Restaurant-
affiliated 
Grocer-
affiliated 
Total 
Cash-on-delivery 1 5 0 6 
Payment schedule 0 1 0 1 
Payment upon bill 2 1 1 4 
No preference 0 2 0 2 
 
Local Foods and Supplier Selection Attitudes of Operations that Do Purchase Local Products 
 Reasons for purchasing local products. 
 Based on previous research related to the reasons and benefits for foodservice operations 
of purchasing local products (FPC, 2003; Starr et al., 2003; Strohbehn & Gregoire, 2002) and 
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data from Phase 1 interviews, a list of reasons why operations decided to begin purchasing 
locally was created and presented on the survey. Respondents were provided 10 possible reasons 
to rate, on a 5-point Likert-type scale of importance (5 = most important). Table 14 provides the 
combined mean and standard deviations for each reason of purchasing local products for all 
catering sectors, as well as by each catering sector. ANOVA contrasts (p < .05) were conducted 
to find significant differences in means between catering sectors. Homogeneity of variances was 
tested using the Levene statistic. Higher quality products was the only factor found to have 
unequal variances (p = .00). This was corrected by using statistical data where equal variances 
had not been assumed. This data is incorporated with discussion on the findings shown in Table 
14. 
Table 14  
Mean and Standard Deviations for Reasons of Purchasing Locally by Catering Sector in Phase 2 
Purchasing reason M
 a 
SD 
Higher quality products (n = 13)* 4.2 1.1 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.0 1.7 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9)* 4.7 0.5 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b
* 4.0  
To support local economy (n = 13) 4.2 1.1 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.0 1.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9) 4.3 1.1 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
To obtain unique products (n = 14) 4.1 1.4 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.7 2.3 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 10) 4.3 1.3 
a
 5-point scale, 5 = most important, 1 = least important. 
b
 Sample too small for all analyses. 
*p < .05, ANOVA comparison of mean ratings found to be significant. 
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Table 14 (continued) 
Purchasing reason M
 a 
SD 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Product source is known (n = 12) 4.0 1.0 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.0 1.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 4.0 1.2 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Ability to offer “local” menu (n = 13) 3.9 1.1 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.3 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9) 4.1 1.3 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Building working relationships with producers (n = 13) 3.2 1.4 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 2.3 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9) 3.4 1.5 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Environmental reasons (n = 11) 3.1 1.2 
   Stand-alone (n = 2) 4.0 0.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 3.0 1.3 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
2.0  
Approached by producer (n = 12) 2.6 1.6 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.7 2.3 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 2.1 1.4 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
Safer products (n = 12) 2.7 1.6 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 2.0 1.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 3.0 1.8 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
2.0  
Customer request (n = 12) 2.5 1.5 
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   Stand-alone (n = 3) 2.3 2.3 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 2.4 1.3 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
 
The desire for higher quality products and to support the local economy were the leading 
reason why local purchases were made among these Iowa catering operations (M = 4.2, SD = 
1.1). However, higher quality products was the factor closest to being significantly different 
among the three catering sectors [F(2, 9) = 3.94, p = .06]. Of the 13 operations who rated the 
importance of higher quality, all but one gave a rating of four or five on the 5-point scale of 
importance. The outlier was a stand-alone operation which rated the factor low importance with 
a one on the same scale. Additionally, restaurant-affiliated operations and the grocer-affiliated 
operation were found to be significantly different (t = -4.00, p = .00) in regards to the importance 
of quality. Restaurant-affiliated operations (M = 4.7, SD = 0.5) were more likely to purchase 
local products for the reason of higher quality than the grocer-affiliated operation (M = 4.0). Of 
the nine restaurant-affiliated operations who rated the importance of higher quality, six 
responded with the highest rating of five on the 5-point scale of importance. Starr, et al. (2003) 
reported that 53% of the independent restaurants surveyed (sample size not provided) identified 
quality alone as a purchasing priority. Strohbehn and Gregoire (2002) found quality of food 
ranked as the 5th highest benefit out of 11 response options among respondents (n = 18) in the 
study. Fresher food, good public relations, aid to local economy, and purchasing small quantities 
were all rated higher than quality by these respondents in the Strohbehn and Gregoire study. FPC 
(2003) study findings were similar in that Chefs Collaborative members (n = 88) began 
purchasing locally for higher or better quality products (27% of all respondents); however a 
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philosophy or mission to help support local producers (59% of all respondents) was the most 
common reason.  
Supporting the local economy (M = 4.2, SD = 1.1) was rated the same as quality by the 
participating catering operations. Strohbehn and Gregoire (2002) found that managers’ perceived 
retention of revenue in the community was a positive impact of local food use; corresponding 
with the finding in this study in which local purchase decisions were made by all respondents (n  
= 13) to support the local economy (M = 4.2, SD = 1.1). Additionally, one restaurant-affiliated 
operation in central Iowa commented that they began purchasing locally to help bring attention 
to the local farmers’ market. 
Obtaining unique products (M = 4.1, SD = 1.4), such as heirloom varieties, were the next 
most important reasons why respondents in the current study choose to purchase locally. Three 
percent of Chefs Collaborative members (n = 88) identified that the ability to obtain unique 
products was an initial reason for purchasing locally, however 13% of all respondents (n = 83) 
continued to purchase locally for unique products.  
Less important reasons for purchasing locally were the belief that a “safer product could 
be obtained” (M = 2.7, SD = 1.6) and “meeting customer requests” (M = 2.5, SD = 1.5). 
Surprisingly, during interviews in Phase 1, all three participants mentioned that customer 
requests influenced their decisions to make local purchases. It appears, however, that when 
presented with other potential reasons as in Phase 2, customer requests do not have as much 
importance in the decision. Additionally, purchasing for a safer product was rated the same 
between the grocer-affiliated operation (M = 2.0) and stand-alone operations (M = 2.0, SD = 
1.0). Based on research by Strohbehn and Gregoire (2003), locally grown and nationally sourced 
leaf lettuce/spring mix was pathogenically tested by a third party laboratory. Both sources were 
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found to be in normal and safe limits, indicating that there were no differences in safety of food 
procured from local or national sources. 
 Attitudes about food supplier and food item selection. 
Respondents rated listed factors which may or may not have been used when selecting a 
food supplier (local or conventional) on a 5-point Likert-type scale of importance (5 = most 
important). The list of 19 factors was developed from previous research of similar content (FPC, 
2003; Starr et al., 2003; Strohbehn & Gregoire, 2002) and the interview data from Phase 1. Table 
15 provides the combined mean and standard deviations for the food supplier selection factors 
for all sectors, as well as for each catering sector. ANOVA contrasts (p < .05) were conducted to 
find significant differences in means between catering sectors. Homogeneity of variances was 
tested using the Levene statistic. All variances were assumed equal. This data is incorporated 
with discussion on the findings shown in Table 15. 
Table 15  
Mean and Standard Deviations for Food Supplier Selection Factors by Catering Sector in Phase 
2 
Food supplier selection factor M 
a 
SD 
Guarantee of quality (n = 12) 4.7 0.5 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.7 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 4.8 0.5 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Product freshness (n = 12) 4.5 1.2 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.7 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 4.5 1.4 
a
 5-point scale, 5 = most important, 1 = least important. 
b
 Sample too small for all analyses. 
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Table 15 (continued) 
Food supplier selection factor M 
a 
SD 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Ability to deliver quantity needed or ordered (n = 12) 4.5 0.5 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.7 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 4.4 0.5 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
5.0  
Convenience in order process (n = 12) 4.3 0.9 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.3 1.2 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 4.4 0.9 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
5.0  
Guarantee of supply (n = 12) 4.3 0.7 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.7 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 4.3 0.7 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Food safety assurances (n = 12) 4.3 1.2 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.3 1.2 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 4.3 1.4 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
5.0  
Price (n = 12) 4.2 0.8 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.3 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 4.3 0.9 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
Satisfaction guaranteed (n = 12) 4.1 1.2 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.3 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 4.0 1.4 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
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Table 15 (continued) 
Food supplier selection factor M 
a 
SD 
Year-round availability (n = 12) 4.0 1.0 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.3 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 4.0 1.2 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
Provides product liability protection (n = 12) 4.0 1.2 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.3 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 3.9 1.5 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
When product is delivered (n = 12) 3.8 1.3 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.0 1.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 3.5 1.5 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
5.0  
Product knowledge (n = 12) 3.7 1.4 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.3 2.1 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 3.8 1.4 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
How product is delivered (n = 12) 3.4 1.5 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.0 2.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 3.4 1.4 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
5.0  
Payment procedures (n = 11) 3.2 1.3 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.3 1.5 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 7) 3.1 1.5 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
Ability to negotiate (n = 12) 3.1 1.3 
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Table 15 (continued) 
Food supplier selection factor M 
a 
SD 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 2.7 1.5 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 3.1 1.4 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Substitutions available (n = 12) 2.9 1.4 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.0 1.7 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 2.9 1.6 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
Ability to process/package product as requested (n = 12) 2.8 1.5 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.7 1.5 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 2.4 1.5 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Promotional allowances (n = 12) 2.5 1.4 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 2.7 2.1 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 2.4 1.3 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
Suggestions for menu applications (n = 12) 2.3 1.2 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 1.7 1.2 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 2.4 1.3 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
 
The highest rated supplier selection factor among all catering sectors was the guarantee 
of quality (M = 4.7, SD = 0.5), corresponding with the highest rated reason why operations 
decided to purchase locally (see Table 14). Of the 12 responding operations, 8 rated the factor 
highest on the 5-point scale of importance, while the remaining 4 operations rated the factor a 
four. The FPC study (2003) found that guaranteed consistent quality (M = 9.2 on a 10-point scale 
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with 10 = extremely important) was the second most important sought supplier quality by 
respondents (n = 113). In a producer only study (Gregoire et al., 2005) a higher quality product 
(M = 4.5 on a 5-point scale with 5 = strong benefit) was the fourth highest rated benefit of selling 
to local foodservice operations among respondents (n = 160-177). Guarantee of quality was, 
however, not the highest rated benefit when the individual sectors of the catering industry in the 
current study were analyzed. The grocer-affiliated operation’s highest ratings were a five on the 
5-point scale of importance for the following factors: (a) convenience in order process, (b) when 
product is delivered, (c) how product is delivered, (d) ability to deliver quantity needed or 
ordered, and (e) food safety assurances. Restaurant-affiliated operations did, however, rate 
guarantee of quality the highest (M = 4.8, SD = 0.5), with six of the eight restaurant-affiliated 
respondents rating the factor as a most important selection factor. Stand-alone operations rated 
guarantee of quality the same with mean ratings of importance of 4.7 (SD = 0.6) for factors: (a) 
guarantee of supply, (b) product freshness, and (c) ability to deliver quantity needed or ordered.   
The factors most different, however not significantly, among catering sectors were: (a) 
guarantee of quality between restaurant-affiliated and grocer-affiliated (t = -1.44, p = 0.18), (b) 
price between restaurant-affiliated and grocer-affiliated (t = -1.42, p = .19), and (c) price 
between stand-alone and grocer-affiliated (t = 1.40, p = .20). The grocer-affiliated operation (M 
= 4.0) was found to be less likely than restaurant-affiliated operations (M = 4.8, SD = 0.6) to 
choose a food supplier based on a guarantee of quality. Likewise the grocer-affiliated operation 
(M = 3.0) was less concerned with price than both stand-alone (M = 4.3, SD = 0.6) and 
restaurant-affiliated operations (M = 4.3, SD = 0.9). A surprising finding was that price was not 
considered a most important factor by any catering sector buyer. Although there was a global 
economic struggle occurring at the time of the study, only 5 of the 13 respondents rated the item 
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a five on the 5-point scale of importance. It could be determined that the grocer-affiliated 
operation was less concerned with price as the participating operation was part of a large grocery 
chain in the Midwest, while all participating stand-alone and restaurant-affiliated operations were 
independently owned, and therefore may operate with greater constraints on budget. References 
to price in Gregoire et al.’s (2005) producer only study (n = 166-172) found the ability to charge 
desired price an obstacle highly rated by producers when marketing to foodservice operations in 
comparison to other obstacles (M = 3.50 on a 5-point scale with 5 = strong obstacle).  
The lowest rated supplier selection factor for all catering sectors was promotional 
allowances (M = 2.5, SD = 1.4) and suggestions for menu applications (M = 2.3, SD = 1.2). This 
corresponds with findings in the FPC study (2003) in which suggestions for menu applications 
(M = 3.3) and promotional allowances (M = 3.1) were two of the lowest rated supplier qualities 
on a 10-point scale (10 = extremely important) by all respondents (n = 113). Promotional 
allowances and suggestions for menu applications, however, were not the lowest rated factors in 
each catering sector. The grocer-affiliated operation identified the following as least important 
supplier selection factors (M = 3.0): (a) year-round availability, (b) substitutions available, (c) 
price, (d) suggestions for menu applications, (e) promotional allowances, and (f) payment 
procedures. Suggestions for menu applications was the lowest rated supplier selection factor (M 
= 1.7, SD = 1.2) by stand-alone operations (n = 3). This may be due to chefs’ expertise with use 
of food products. Restaurant-affiliated operations rated ability to process/package produce as 
requested (M = 2.4, SD = 1.5), promotional allowances (M = 2.4, SD = 1.3), and suggestions for 
menu applications (M = 2.4, SD = 1.3) the lowest. The lower rating by restaurant-affiliated 
operations on the ability to process/package the product as requested in comparison to stand-
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alone operations (M = 3.7, SD = 1.5) and the grocer-affiliated operation (M = 4.0) may be due to 
the dual purpose supplier have to serve in the restaurant-affiliated operations. 
Many factors were found to have little, if any, difference between sectors. Availability of 
substitutions was the factor with similar mean ratings in all three catering sectors, F(2, 9) = 0.01, 
p = .99. In addition, restaurant-affiliated operations (M = 3.0, SD = 1.6) and the grocer-affiliated 
operation (M = 3.0) rated the factor exactly the same. Payment procedures was the next closest 
factor to be rated similarly by all three catering sectors, F(2, 8) = 0.03, p = .98. However, none of 
the sectors rated the factor exactly the same. Food safety assurances (t = 0.09, p = 0.93) and 
convenience in order process (t = -0.06, p = 0.95) were rated similarly between stand-alone and 
restaurant-affiliated operations. The grocer-affiliated operation (M = 5.0) identified food safety 
assurances as more important than stand-alone (M = 4.3, SD = 1.2) and restaurant-affiliated (M = 
4.25, SD = 1.4) operations. While food safety has not been found to differ between local and 
conventional sources (Strohbehn & Gregoire, 2003), it is indeed an important factor to consider 
from all sources. One other factor, satisfaction guaranteed, was found to be rated exactly the 
same by restaurant-affiliated operations (M = 4.0, SD = 1.4) and the grocer-affiliated operation 
(M = 4.0). 
Interestingly, the grocer-affiliated operation put more importance on factors related to 
packaging and delivery of products. Each of the following factors was rated higher by the grocer-
affiliated operation than by stand-alone or restaurant-affiliated operations: (a) when product is 
delivered, (b) how product is delivered, (c) ability to deliver quantity needed or ordered, and (d) 
ability to process/package product as requested. As mentioned earlier only one grocer-affiliated 
operation participated so the data cannot be inferred back to the population, however it does 
spark interest as to why a grocer-affiliated operation may be more interested in these items.  
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Previous research does indicate that producers (Gregoire et al., 2005) do not perceived the 
availability of proper packaging (M = 2.88 on a 5-point scale with 5 = strong obstacle) and 
delivery to restaurant/foodservice at set times (M = 2.89 on a 5-point scale with 5 = strong 
obstacle) as strong obstacles in marketing to local foodservice operations (n = 166-172). 
However, Iowa foodservice operations (n = 9) strongly agreed that timely delivery of orders (M 
= 4.6 on a 5-point scale with 5 = strongly agree) and time of day food delivered (M = 4.2 on the 
same scale) were factors important in supplier selection (Strohbehn & Gregoire, 2003). In that 
study, however, the way foods were packaged was a factor that respondents did not agree was 
important in supplier selection (M = 2.8 on the same scale). 
In addition to rating supplier selection factors, respondents also rated 12 food item 
selection factors based on a 5-point Likert-type scale of importance (5 = most important). These 
factors were developed from previous research of similar content (FPC, 2003; Starr et al., 2003; 
Strohbehn & Gregoire, 2002) and Phase 1 interview data. Table 16 provides the combined mean 
and standard deviations for the presented food item selection factors for all sectors, as well as for 
each catering sector. ANOVA contrasts (p < .05) were conducted to find significant differences 
in means between catering sectors. Homogeneity of variances was tested using the Levene 
statistic. Quality and taste were found to have unequal variances (p = .00). This was corrected by 
using statistical data in which equal variances had not been assumed. This data is incorporated 
with discussion on the findings shown in Table 16. 
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Table 16 
Mean and Standard Deviations of Food Item Selection Factors by Catering Sector in Phase 2 
Food item selection factor M a SD 
Quality (n = 13) 4.9 0.3 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.7 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9) 5.0 0.0 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)b 5.0  
Taste (n = 13)* 4.9 0.4 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.3 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9) 5.0 0.0 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)b 5.0  
Availability (n = 13) 4.3 0.9 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.7 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9) 4.3 0.9 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)b 3.0  
Cost (n = 13) 4.1 0.6 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.3 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9) 4.0 0.7 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)b 4.0  
Known source/location (n = 13) 3.9 0.8 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.7 1.2 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9) 3.9 0.8 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)b 4.0  
Marketability on menu (n = 13) 3.6 1.2 
a
 5-point scale, 5 = most important, 1 = least important. 
b
 Sample too small for all analyses. 
*p < .05, ANOVA comparison of mean ratings found to be significant. 
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Table 16 (continued) 
Food item selection factor M a SD 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 2.7 1.2 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9) 4.0 1.1 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)b 3.0  
Unique/Specialty product (n = 13) 3.5 1.6 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.7 2.3 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9) 3.6 1.5 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)b 3.0  
Personally know who raised/grew/processed (n = 13) 3.3 1.3 
   Stand-alone (n = 3)* 2.0 1.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9)* 3.8 1.1 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)b 3.0  
Known production method (n = 13) 3.2 1.1 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 2.7 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9) 3.3 1.3 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)b 3.0  
Variety of menu applications (n = 13) 3.1 1.0 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 2.7 1.5 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9) 3.2 1.0 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)b 3.0  
Ease of preparation (n = 13) 2.6 1.2 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.0 1.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9) 2.3 1.2 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)b 4.0  
Brand name (n = 13) 2.1 1.1 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 1.7 1.2 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9) 2.1 1.2 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)b 3.0  
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 Quality was again the most important factor identified by respondents (M = 4.9, SD = 
0.3), with only 1 of 13 respondents rating quality of food item at a four rather than a five on the 
5-point scale of importance. Quality, however, was rated the same as taste for both the grocer-
affiliated operation (M = 5.0) and restaurant-affiliated operations (M = 5.0, SD = 0.0). Therefore 
indicating tasting samples may be important to secure business. Availability of the food item was 
rated the same as quality by stand-alone operations (M = 4.7, SD = 0.6), followed by taste (M = 
4.3, SD = 0.6). Therefore indicating that stand-alone operations may be willing to forego quality 
and taste of a product in order to receive the needed quantity through a conventional source, 
possibly because there is less flexibility in the catering menu. 
Mean ratings of the importance of taste as a food item selection factor was found to be 
significantly different between all sectors, F(2, 10) = 7.69, p  = 0.01. Although no contrasts were 
found to be significant, it can be seen from the data that stand-alone operations (M = 4.3, SD = 
0.6) rated taste lower than the grocer-affiliated operation and restaurant-affiliated operations (M 
= 5.0 SD = 0.0). Additionally, availability of the food item was found to be different, although 
not significantly, between stand-alone operations and the grocer-affiliated operation (t = 1.77, p 
= 0.11). The grocer-affiliated operation (M = 3.0) would most likely have full access to products 
in their store’s produce or dairy department, which could be why the importance of availability 
was less than that of stand-alone (M = 4.7, SD = 0.6) and restaurant-affiliated operations (M = 
4.3, SD = 0.8). A producer only study (Gregoire et al., 2005) found the highest rated obstacle in 
marketing to local foodservice operations by producers (n = 166-172) was the year-round 
availability of products (M = 4.3 on a 5-point scale with 5 = strong obstacle). Thus, it appears 
this problem isn’t one that can be avoided due to seasonal changes in Iowa. 
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 Cost, between the grocer-affiliated operation (M = 4.0) and restaurant-affiliated 
operations (M = 4.0, SD = 0.7) was rated similarly. The grocer-affiliated operation and 
restaurant-affiliated operations both rated the factor lower than stand-alone operations (M = 4.3, 
SD = 0.6). The food item selection factor, unique/specialty products, was the closest to being 
similar among all three sectors, F(2, 10) = 0.06, p = 0.94. However, the factor’s mean rating 
wasn’t found to be on the high or low end of the 5-point scale of importance (M = 3.5) in 
comparison to other food item selection factors. Likewise, Chefs Collaborative respondents (n = 
113) rated the food selection factor unique/specialty food, a 7.0 on a 10-point scale (10 = 
extremely important), which was the 10
th
 highest rated factor out of 15 provided factors (FPC, 
2003). 
 Less important items were ease of preparation (M = 2.6, SD = 1.2) and brand name (M = 
2.1, SD = 1.1). Data from FPC’s study (2003) is similar in that ease of preparation (M = 4.6 on a 
10-point scale with 10 = extremely important) and product’s brand (M = 3.4 on the same scale) 
were the two least important food selection factors out of 15 provided factors for all respondents 
(n = 113). Interestingly, ease of preparation was one of the second highest rated items for the 
grocer-affiliated operation (M = 4.0). This may be due to less skilled and trained employees 
preparing items at this style of operation in comparison to stand-alone and restaurant-affiliated 
operations, which often retain chefs as part of production staff. 
Personally knowing who raised/grew/processed the food item had the widest range of 
responses between all sectors, F(2, 10) = 3.12, p = 0.09. The contrast for personally knowing 
who raised/grew/processed between stand-alone and restaurant-affiliated operations was found to 
be significantly different (t = -2.48, p = 0.03). Stand-alone operations found this factor to be less 
important (M = 2.0, SD = 1.0) than restaurant-affiliated operations (M = 3.8, SD = 1.1). Previous 
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research or trends in the data were not found to provide specific explanation for this finding. 
However, the NRA trends indicate restaurants are interested in locally grown produce, which 
usually relates to knowing the farmers and producers of products (NRA, 2008, 2009). 
 Marketability was another factor rated differently, although not significantly, between 
stand-alone and restaurant-affiliated operations (t = -1.77, p = 0.11). Restaurant-affiliated 
operations (M = 4.0, SD = 1.1) placed more importance on the factor than stand-alone operations 
(M = 2.7, SD = 1.2). It would be thought that the products purchased for catering in a restaurant-
affiliated operation would be the same as those used on the daily menu in the restaurant. 
Therefore, the products must serve a dual purpose and be appealing to the restaurants’ dining 
customers as well as catering, ultimately putting more importance on marketability of the food 
item. Additionally, restaurants may be striving to create a competitive advantage by promoting 
the use of local foods through the menu or promotional items direct to consumers who desire 
these local products. A consumer only study (Schneider & Francis, 2005) in Washington County, 
Nebraska, found consumers rated higher than previous studies the importance that purchases 
would support a local family farm; therefore supporting the notion that promoting local food use 
can attract customers and create a competitive advantage. 
 Benefits and obstacles regarding local food use. 
Respondents rated 18 potential benefits of using local foods, each based on a 5-point 
Likert-type scale of importance (5 = most important). These potential benefits were developed 
from previous research of similar content (FPC, 2003; Starr et al., 2003; Strohbehn & Gregoire, 
2002) and data from Phase 1 interviews. Table 18 provides the combined mean and standard 
deviations for perceived benefits to local food use for all sectors, as well as for each catering 
sector. ANOVA contrasts (p < .05) were also conducted to find significant differences in means 
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between catering sectors. Homogeneity of variances was tested using the Levene statistic. 
Fresher products (p = .02) and aid to local economy (p = .02) were found to have unequal 
variances. This was corrected by using statistical data in which equal variances had not been 
assumed. This data is incorporated with discussion on the findings shown in Table 17. 
Table 17 
Mean and Standard Deviations of Perceived Benefits to Local Food Use by Catering Sector in 
Phase 2 
Benefit M 
a 
SD 
Aid to local economy (n = 13) 4.3 1.0 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.0 1.7 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9) 4.4 0.7 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Fresher products (n = 12) 4.3 1.2 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.0 2.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8)* 4.9 0.4 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b
* 4.0  
Higher quality food (n = 13)* 4.2 1.1 
   Stand-alone (n = 3)* 3.0 1.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9)* 4.7 0.7 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
Better for the environment (n = 12) 4.1 0.9 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.7 1.5 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 4.3 0.7 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Less use of pesticides and/or hormones (n = 12) 4.1 1.1 
a 
5-point scale, 5 = most important, 1 = least important. 
b 
Sample too small for all analyses. 
* p < .05, ANOVA comparison of means ratings found to be significant. 
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Table 17 (continued) 
Benefit M 
a 
SD 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.3 1.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 4.1 1.1 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
Known product sources (n = 12) 4.0 0.9 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.0 1.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 4.0 0.9 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
To obtain unique products or special varieties (n = 13) 3.9 1.3 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.3 1.5 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 9) 4.0 1.3 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Ability to purchase small quantities (n = 11) 3.8 0.8 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.3 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 7) 4.0 0.8 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Ability to expand menu options (n = 11) 3.8 1.0 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.3 1.2 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 7) 4.1 0.9 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
Good public relations (n = 12) 3.8 1.3 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.3 1.5 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 4.0 1.4 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Safer food (n = 12) 3.8 1.2 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.3 2.1 
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Table 17 (continued) 
Benefit M 
a 
SD 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 4.0 0.9 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
More availability of organic (n = 12) 3.8 1.3 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.7 2.3 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 3.8 0.9 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Good marketing tool (n = 12) 3.7 1.4 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.0 1.7 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 3.9 1.5 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Meeting customer requests (n = 11) 3.7 1.5 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.0 2.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 7) 4.0 1.4 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Lower transportation costs (n = 12) 3.6 1.0 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.0 1.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 3.4 1.1 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Build working relationships with producers (n = 12) 3.6 1.2 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.0 2.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 3.8 1.0 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Greater variety of food (n = 12) 3.4 1.2 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.7 1.5 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 3.4 1.3 
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Table 17 (continued) 
Benefit M 
a 
SD 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
Less expensive food (n = 12) 2.5 1.1 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.3 1.2 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 2.1 1.0 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
 
Aid to local economy (M = 4.3, SD = 1.0) and fresher products (M = 4.3, SD = 1.2) were 
perceived as the most important benefits among respondents (n = 13) in all catering sectors.   
These findings coincide with producer rated benefits of direct marketing to foodservice 
operations (Gregoire et al., 2005) in which support of local farmers (M  = 4.7) and fresher food 
for customers (M  = 4.6) were the highest rated benefits by all respondents (n = 160-177) on a 5-
point scale (5 = strong benefit). Likewise, Iowa restaurant operations (n = 18) responding to 
Strohbehn and Gregoire’s study (2002) rated fresher food the highest perceived benefit to local 
foods use (M = 4.4 on a 5-point scale with 5 = strong benefit). Chefs Collaborative members (n 
= 83) identified through the open-ended question the most common reason they continue to 
purchase locally was because of a philosophy or mission to help support local producers (70% of 
all respondents). Likewise, in the current study this was the most important reason operations 
began purchasing locally (see Table 14). 
Restaurant-affiliated operations in the current study (M = 4.4, SD = 0.7) perceived aid to 
local economy as a more important benefit than stand-alone operations (M = 4.0, SD = 1.7) and 
the grocer-affiliated operation (M = 4.0), although not significantly. However, two out of the 
three stand-alone operations responding rated the benefit as a five, while the other rated the 
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benefit as a two. Ultimately, this one respondent did not perceive many benefits to local foods 
use as important. This respondent’s highest perceived benefit was lower transportation costs, 
rated at a four on the 5-point scale of importance. With the consistently low perceived ratings by 
this one operation and a small sample size of stand-alone operations (n = 3) many of the means 
were skewed toward the low end. With this, the only benefit for stand-alone operations with a 
mean greater than four on the 5-point scale of importance was less use of pesticides and/or 
hormones (M = 4.3, SD = 1.6). 
 Fresher products was the highest rated benefit among restaurant-affiliated operations (M 
= 4.9, SD = 0.4). Only one of the eight responding restaurant-affiliated operations rated the 
benefit a four instead of five on the 5-point scale of importance. Another study of Iowa 
restaurants (n = 18) by Strohbehn and Gregoire (2002) found that fresher food (M = 4.4) was the 
highest rated benefit to local food use, while aid to local economy (M = 3.9) was the third highest 
rated benefit behind good public relations (M = 4.1) on the 5-point scale (5 = strong benefit). 
Additionally, fresher products were found to be significantly different between 
restaurant-affiliated operations and the grocer-affiliated operation (t = -7.00, p = .00). 
Restaurant-affiliated operations (M = 4.9, SD = 0.4) identified fresher products as a more 
important benefit than the grocer-affiliated operation (M = 4.0). Higher quality food was the only 
other benefit found to have significant differences. The benefit was significantly different among 
all three catering sectors, F(2, 10) = 6.41, p = .02). The completion of liner contrasts on the 
benefit of higher quality products found that stand-alone and restaurant-affiliated operations 
were significantly different (t = -3.23, p = .01); with restaurant-affiliated operations (M = 4.7, SD 
= 0.7) rating the benefit higher than stand-alone operations (M = 3.0, SD = 1.0). Seven of the 
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nine restaurant-affiliated operations rated the benefit a five on the 5-point scale of importance, 
while only one stand-alone operation rated the benefit a four.  
 The least important benefits among all catering sectors were greater variety of food (M = 
3.4, SD = 1.2) and less expensive food (M = 2.5, SD = 1.1). The responses to greater variety of 
food ranged from one to five, while the range for less expensive food was from one to four on 
the 5-point scale of importance. The differences may be due to the region the operations are 
located in or the varieties being purchased, which could cause variation in response to each of 
these perceived benefits. Chefs Collaborative members responded in a similar fashion with only 
4% of all respondents (n = 83) identifying that they continued to purchase locally because of a 
better price and more availability. Iowa producers (n = 160-177) in the Gregoire et al. study 
(2005) felt similar in rating less expensive food for foodservice operations as the second lowest 
benefit of direct marketing to foodservice operations (M = 2.93 on a 5-point scale with 5 = strong 
benefit). 
 Many benefits were found to be rated the same or similar among the different catering 
sectors. Knowing the product source was rated the same in all three catering sectors (M = 4.0).  
More availability of organic was also close to being rated the same among all three catering 
sectors [F(2, 9) = 0.02, p = .98], although it wasn’t an important benefit with the overall mean of 
3.8 on the 5-point scale of importance (SD = 1.3). Restaurant-affiliated operations and the 
grocer-affiliated operation rated the following benefits the same (M = 4.0): (a) meeting customer 
requests, (b) to obtain unique products or special varieties, (c) good public relations, and (d) 
ability to purchase small quantities. Stand-alone operations and the grocer-affiliated operation 
also had similar ratings on the following benefits: (a) aid to local economy (M = 4.0), (b) lower 
transportation costs (M = 4.0), and (c) higher quality food (M = 3.0). The closest rated factor by 
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stand-alone (M = 3.7, SD = 2.3) and restaurant-affiliated operations (M = 3.8, SD = 0.9) was 
more availability of organic (t = -.09, p = .93). 
Respondents rated 15 potential obstacles to using local foods, each based on a 5-point 
Likert-type scale of importance (5 = most important). These factors were developed from 
previous research of similar content (FPC, 2003; Starr et al., 2003; Strohbehn & Gregoire, 2002) 
and Phase 1 interview data. Table 18 provides the combined mean and standard deviations for 
perceived obstacles to local food use for all sectors, as well as for each catering sector. ANOVA 
contrasts (p < .05) were also conducted to find significant differences in means between catering 
sectors. Homogeneity of variances was tested using the Levene statistic. Ability to obtain 
adequate supply of food (p = .02), reliable supply of food quantity (p = .01), and dealing with 
more vendors (p = .01) were found to have unequal variances. This was corrected by using 
statistical data in which equal variances had not been assumed. Table 19 provides ANOVA 
results for perceived obstacles to local food use by catering sector. 
Table 18 
Mean and Standard Deviations of Perceived Obstacles to Local Food Use by Catering Sector in 
Phase 2 
Obstacle M 
a 
SD 
Ability to obtain adequate supply of food (n = 11) 4.3 0.9 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 5.0 0.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 7) 3.9 0.9 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
5.0  
Year-round availability of food (n = 12) 4.3 0.9 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.7 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 4.3 0.9 
a 
5-point scale, 5 = most important, 1 = least important. 
b 
Sample too small for all analyses. 
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Table 18 (continued) 
Obstacle M 
a 
SD 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
Reliable supply of food quantity (n = 11) 4.1 0.9 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 5.0 0.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 7) 3.6 0.8 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
5.0  
Product cost (n = 11) 3.8 1.0 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.0 1.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 7) 3.6 1.0 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
5.0  
Inability to long-term plan/order (n = 11) 3.7 1.5 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.3 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 7) 3.3 1.7 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
5.0  
On-time delivery (n = 10) 3.2 0.9 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.3 0.6 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 8) 3.0 1.1 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Knowledge about local growers/producers (n = 11) 3.0 1.6 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.7 1.5 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 7) 2.7 1.7 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
Dealing with more vendors (n = 11) 2.9 1.2 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.0 0.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 7) 2.4 1.3 
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Table 18 (continued) 
Obstacle M 
a 
SD 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
Order methods (n = 10) 2.8 1.2 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.7 1.2 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 6) 2.7 1.0 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
1.0  
Consistent package size (n = 10) 2.8 1.3 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.3 2.1 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 6) 2.3 0.8 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Clean and sturdy packaging (n = 10) 2.8 1.3 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.0 2.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 6) 2.5 1.1 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Food safety practices (n = 10) 2.7 1.4 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.3 2.1 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 6) 2.7 1.0 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
1.0  
Local and state regulations (n = 11) 2.6 1.0 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.3 1.5 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 7) 2.1 0.7 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
Labor time to prepare product (n = 11) 2.6 1.1 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.0 2.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 7) 2.3 0.8 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
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Table 18 (continued) 
Obstacle M 
a 
SD 
Payment procedures (n = 10) 2.0 0.9 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 2.0 1.0 
   Restaurant-affiliated (n = 6) 2.2 1.0 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
1.0  
 
Ability to obtain an adequate supply of food (n = 11) and year-round availability of food 
(n = 12) were the highest rated obstacles among respondents in all catering sectors (M = 4.3, SD 
= 0.9). Chefs Collaborative members (FPC, 2003) who responded (n = 86) to the obstacles faced 
in purchasing locally, identified consistent availability or reliable supply as the second most 
common obstacle (24% of all respondents). Likewise, Strohbehn and Gregoire (2002) found that 
Iowa restaurants (n = 18) rated year-around availability as the highest obstacle (M = 3.9 on a 5-
point scale with 5 = high obstacle). These are not surprising findings given the climate of the 
state and the limited growing season.  
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Table 19 
ANOVA Results for Perceived Obstacles to Local Food Use by Catering Sector in Phase 2 (n = 
12) 
Purchasing reason F p t p 
Ability to obtain adequate supply of food (df = 2, 8) 2.74* .12   
   Contrast 1 (df = 6)   3.36* .02 
   Contrast 2   --- --- 
   Contrast 3 (df = 6)   3.36* .02 
 Reliable supply of food quantity (df = 2, 8) 5.59* .03   
   Contrast 1 (df = 6)    4.80* .00 
   Contrast 2   --- --- 
   Contrast 3 (df = 6)   4.80* .00 
Dealing with more vendors (df = 2, 8) 2.14* .18   
   Contrast 1 (df = 6)   3.27* .02 
   Contrast 2   --- --- 
   Contrast 3 (df = 6)   1.19* .28 
Order methods (df = 2, 7) 2.45* .16   
   Contrast 1 (df = 7)   1.32* .23 
   Contrast 2 (df = 7)   -1.44* .19 
   Contrast 3 (df = 7)   2.16* .07 
Notes. Dashes indicate the contrast was not computed due to insufficient statistical information. 
Contrast 1. Stand-alone operations versus Restaurant-affiliated operations. 
Contrast 2. Stand-alone operations versus Grocer-affiliated operations. 
Contrast 3. Restaurant-affiliated operations versus Grocer-affiliated operations. 
*p < .05. 
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The third highest rated obstacle in this study by all respondents (n = 11) was reliable 
supply of food quantity (M = 4.1, 0.9). However, the highest rated factors specific to each sector 
varied. Stand-alone operations rated both ability to obtain adequate supply of food and reliable 
supply of food as a five on the 5-point scale of importance, with no deviation in ratings among 
respondents (n = 3). Year-round availability of food (M = 4.7, SD = 0.6) was the third most 
important perceived obstacle among stand-alone operations (n = 3). Year-round availability of 
food was restaurant-affiliated operations (n = 8) only obstacle to receive a mean rating higher 
than four on the 5-point scale of importance (M = 4.3, SD = 0.9). Four of the eight responding 
restaurant-affiliated operations rated the obstacle a five, while a rating of four and three were 
received by two operations each. This was followed by ability to obtain adequate supply of food 
(M = 3.9, SD = 0.9) for restaurant-affiliated operations (n = 7). The grocer-affiliated operation 
rated four items a five on the 5-point scale of importance: (a) ability to obtain adequate supply of 
food, (b) reliable supply of food, (c) inability to long-term plan/order, and (d) product cost. An 
interesting finding is that when rating supplier selection factors the grocer-affiliated operation 
rated price of lower importance than stand-alone and restaurant-affiliated operations; however 
they rated cost of local products as a more important obstacle than the other catering sectors. 
 ANOVA results of perceived obstacles found more significant differences among 
catering sectors than other questions of similar content in the study. Reliable supply of food 
quantity was found to be significantly different among all catering sectors, F(2, 8) = 5.59, p = 
.03. In addition restaurant-affiliated operations were found to be significantly different from both 
stand-alone operations and the grocer-affiliated operation (t = 4.80, p = .00), with mean ratings 
of reliable supply of food. In both cases restaurant-affiliated operations (M = 3.6, SD = 0.8) rated 
the factor with less importance than stand-alone operations (M = 5.0, SD = 0.0) and the grocer-
83 
 
affiliated operation (M = 5.0). ANOVA tests on ability to obtain adequate supply of food also 
found that restaurant-affiliated operations were significantly different from both stand-alone 
operations and the grocer-affiliated operation (both t = 3.36, p = .02). Again restaurant-affiliated 
operations (M = 3.9, SD = 0.9) rated the factor with less importance than stand-alone operations 
(M = 5.0, SD = 0.0) and the grocer-affiliated operation (M = 5.0). The other significant difference 
found was between stand-alone and restaurant-affiliated operations in a contrast on dealing with 
more vendors (t = 3.27, p = .02). The obstacle was perceived as a more important obstacle for 
stand-alone operations (M = 4.0, SD = 0.0) than for restaurant-affiliated operations (M = 2.4, SD 
= 1.3). This could be related to previous findings in this study that stand-alone operations felt 
they were unable to manage as many suppliers as restaurant-affiliated operations due to the 
possibility of a smaller work force. Likewise, stand-alone operations and the grocer-affiliated 
operation were different, although not significantly, when rating order methods (t = 2.16, p = 
.07). The grocer-affiliated operation rated this as one of the least important obstacles faced (M = 
1.0), while stand-alone operations (M = 3.7, SD = 1.2) rated it higher than half of the other 
obstacles presented for rating. This again could be related to the possibility of a smaller work 
force in stand-alone operations and an attempt to find time saving methods in order to be a 
successful operation.  
 The least important perceived obstacles among all catering sectors were labor time to 
prepare product (n = 11, M = 2.6, SD = 1.1) and payment procedures (n = 10, M = 2.0, SD = 
0.9). These findings were similar to those in the study (Strohbehn & Gregoire, 2002) of Iowa 
restaurant operators (n = 18), who identified labor time to prepare food, product cost, and 
payment procedures as the three least important obstacles (M = 2.6 on a 5-point scale with 5 = 
high obstacle). However, Iowa producers (n = 166-172) rated ability to charge desired price (M = 
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3.50 on a 5-point scale with 5 = strong obstacle) as a strong obstacle when marketing to local 
foodservice operations (Gregoire et al., 2005). In the same study, however, availability of proper 
packaging (M = 2.88 on the same scale) and payment procedures of the foodservice (M = 2.70 on 
the same scale), however, were not perceived to be as strong an obstacle as other presented 
obstacles. In the current study restaurant-affiliated operations (M = 2.3, SD = 0.8) appeared to be 
the least concerned with labor time to prepare the product, while stand-alone operations (M = 
3.0, SD = 2.0) and the grocer-affiliated operation (M = 3.0) found it similar in terms of 
importance. The grocer-affiliated operation was the least concerned with payment procedures (M 
= 1.0), while restaurant-affiliated (M = 2.2, SD = 1.0) and stand-alone operations (M = 2.0, SD = 
1.0) had similar perceptions on the importance of the obstacle. This is surprising given that the 
participating grocer-affiliated operation was of a large Midwestern chain and would be thought 
to have more structured account procedures than independently-owned operations like the 
restaurant-affiliated and stand-alone operations participating in the current study.  
Attitudes from Responding Operations that Do Not Purchase Local Products 
 The four responding operations that currently did not purchase local products rated 14 
reasons for not purchasing locally on a 5-point Likert-type scale of importance (5 = most 
important). These reasons were developed from previous research of similar content (FPC, 2003; 
Starr et al., 2003; Strohbehn & Gregoire, 2002). Table 20 provides the combined mean and 
standard deviations for reasons as to why local foods weren’t purchased for both catering sectors 
that did not make local purchases (only stand-alone and grocer-affiliated operations), as well as 
for both of these catering sectors. 
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Table 20 
Mean and Standard Deviations of Reasons as to Why Local Foods Weren’t Purchased by 
Catering Sector in Phase 2 
Reason for not purchasing M 
a 
SD 
Unable to provide all supplies (n = 3) 5.0 0.0 
   Stand-alone (n = 2) 5.0 0.0 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
5.0  
Inability to meet needs (n = 3) 4.7 0.6 
   Stand-alone (n = 2) 4.5 0.7 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
5.0  
Unreliable source (n = 3) 4.7 0.6 
   Stand-alone (n = 2) 5.0 0.0 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Too time consuming to locate sources (n = 4) 4.5 1.0 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 4.3 1.2 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
5.0  
Inconsistent delivery schedule (n = 3) 4.3 0.6 
   Stand-alone (n = 2) 4.5 0.7 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Seasonal changes (n = 3) 4.0 1.0 
   Stand-alone (n = 2) 4.5 0.7 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
In contracts with prime vendors (n = 3) 3.7 0.6 
   Stand-alone (n = 2) 3.5 0.7 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
None available (n = 3) 3.7 1.2 
a 
5-point scale, 5 = most important, 1 = least important. 
b 
Sample too small for all analyses. 
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Table 20 (continued) 
Reason for not purchasing M 
a 
SD 
   Stand-alone (n = 2) 4.5 0.7 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
5.0  
Food safety concerns (n = 3) 3.0 1.7 
   Stand-alone (n = 2) 2.5 2.1 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
4.0  
Too expensive (n = 4) 2.8 1.5 
   Stand-alone (n = 3) 3.0 1.7 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
2.0  
Inflexible producer standards (n = 3) 2.7 1.5 
   Stand-alone (n = 2) 2.5 2.1 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
3.0  
Lesser quality (n = 3) 2.3 0.6 
   Stand-alone (n = 2) 2.5 0.7 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
2.0  
Increased production times (n = 3) 2.3 1.5 
   Stand-alone (n = 2) 2.5 2.1 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
2.0  
Bad previous experience (n = 3) 1.0 0.0 
   Stand-alone (n = 2) 1.0 0.0 
   Grocer-affiliated (n = 1)
b 
1.0  
 
 The most important reason among respondents (n = 3) for not purchasing locally was that 
local suppliers were unable to provide all supplies needed by the operation (M = 5.0, SD = 0.0).  
This was followed closely by an inability to meet specific product needs (M = 4.7, SD = 0.6), in 
which only one operation (stand-alone) rated the factor a four instead of a five on the 5-point 
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scale of importance. The reason of “unreliable source” was similar (M = 4.7, SD = 0.6), in which 
the grocer-affiliated operation rated the factor a four instead of a five on the 5-point scale of 
importance. All four of the participating operations responded that they cater 20 or more 
functions a month, thus indicating that purchase quantities are high. Other factors receiving a 
mean rating of importance of four or higher were: (a) too time consuming to locate sources (n = 
4, M = 4.5, SD = 1.0); (b) inconsistent delivery schedule (n = 3, M = 4.3, SD = 0.6); and (c) 
seasonal changes (n = 3, M = 4.0, SD = 1.0). Of the four operations responding, all but one rated 
the factor of “too time consuming to locate sources” a five on the 5-point scale of importance. 
This finding could be related to the findings in which local food sources are commonly located 
through recommendation and word-of-mouth from other operations, or by recognition in the 
community. By becoming involved in their communities through farmers’ markets or other 
avenues, local producers could establish a reputation that would possibly lead to increased 
business. 
 The lowest rated reason as to why local products were not purchased by responding 
catering operations was a bad previous experience (n = 3, M = 1.0, SD = 0.0). This is a promising 
finding in that if local producers can show catering operations they can succeed at the other 
important reasons identified; they may be able to increase sales to this segment of the 
foodservice industry. Increased production times when using local products in the catering 
operation was the next least important factor (M = 2.3, SD = 1.5), however the rating was much 
higher than a bad previous experience. Two of the three respondents were stand-alone operations 
where chefs are probably handling the products, and therefore more skilled and better able to 
handle the fresh products. 
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 Most factors were rated similarly between the grocer-affiliated operation and stand-alone 
operations. Those factors rated most differently were seasonal changes and food safety concerns. 
The grocer-affiliated operation placed more importance (M = 4.0) on food safety concerns than 
stand-alone operations (M = 2.5, SD = 2.1), perhaps because organizational requirements for 
vendors would apply to all segments of the grocery operation, whereas a stand-alone operation 
would have greater decision-making flexibility. However, of the two stand-alone operations that 
rated the factor, one rated it a four while the other rated it a one on the 5-point scale of 
importance.  
Phase 3 - Post-Survey Qualitative Phase 
 Because there were 177 operations identified in the population that never responded to 
the mail survey, three to six operations in each metro Iowa area were identified and invited to 
participate in a phone interview. Eighteen operations were interviewed, representing operations 
in each catering sector (stand-alone, restaurant, and grocer catering operation) and each of the 
five metro areas (Des Moines/Ames, Cedar Rapids/Iowa City, Sioux City, Davenport, and 
Council Bluffs).   
The completed interviews were divided into two groups, those that did purchase locally 
grown/produced products (n = 11) and those that did not purchase locally grown/produced 
products (n = 7). Table 21 provides a profile of participating operations by metro area and 
catering sector. 
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Table 21 
Number of Participating Operations by Metro Area and Catering Sector (N = 18) 
Metro area 
Stand-alone Restaurant-
affiliated 
Grocer-
affiliated 
TOTAL 
 
Purchased local foods 
Des Moines/Ames 2 0 2 4 
Cedar Rapids/Iowa City 0 1 1 2 
Sioux City 0 0 1 1 
Davenport 0 1 2 3 
Council Bluffs 1 0 0 1 
TOTAL 3 2 6 11 
 
Did not purchase local foods 
Des Moines/Ames 0 0 0 0 
Cedar Rapids/Iowa City 1 0 1 2 
Sioux City 0 1 0 1 
Davenport 0 1 1 2 
Council Bluffs 0 1 1 2 
TOTAL 1 3 3 7 
  
 The geographic areas and catering sectors that were less represented in the mail survey 
were targeted for the phone interview. However, in Sioux City and Council Bluffs, available 
operations were depleted by either having already participated or no longer being in business, 
therefore representation from these areas was still deficient. 
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Demographic Information of Participating Operations 
 Operations that did purchase local products. 
 Of the 11 operations that did purchase local products, five had been in business for 10 or 
more years; followed by two operations each that had been in existence for 5-10 years and 2-4 
years, respectively. These participating operations appear to be as well established as those from 
the mail survey. Two participants did not provide this data. Seven of the participants identified 
themselves as a manager of the operations, while three said they were owners and one was a food 
buyer. Five of the participants had been with their current operation for five or more years, three 
participants since the operation opened, two for the past two years, and one interviewee for less 
than a year. 
 Home-style and picnic/bar-b-que were identified as the most frequent menu scopes/styles 
of food or service offered (n = 7). The other menu scope/style options (convenience, gourmet, 
boxed/individual) were reported as each being offered by six participants. Five of the eight 
participating operations indicated they offered all five menu scopes/styles for customers to 
choose from when planning event menus. Definitions of the menu scopes/styles were not 
provided to participants; therefore they were subjectively defined by the participant. Three 
participants did not provide this data. Five of the 10 participating operations catered an average 
of more than 20 functions per month, while the remaining participants reported catering 6 to 10 
(n = 4) and one to five (n = 1) events each month. One participant did not provide this data. The 
size of these functions varied among participants, with most operations indicating they catered 
functions hosting 51-150 attendees (n = 5); with 11-50 (n = 3), 151-250 (n = 1), and 251-350 
attendees (n = 1) also reported by other catering operations as typical number of people at their 
catering functions. One participant did not provide this data. 
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 Operations that did not purchase local products. 
Of the seven participants that indicated local food products were not purchased in their 
operations, four had been in business for 10 or more years, followed by two operations that had 
been in business for two to four years and one for 5 to 10 years. Five participants identified their 
job title as a manager of the operations, while the other two participants were owners. None of 
the participants indicated being with the operation since it had opened. Only one participant 
reported having been with the operation for five or more years. Three had been with the 
operation for two years, while two others had been with the operation for three to five years.  
One participant did not provide this data. Thus, among this group of participants in Phase 3, 
longer tenure with the current catering operations was seen in organizations in which local food 
was purchased than in operations that reported local food purchases were not made.  
The most common menu scope/style reported as offered in the operations that did not 
purchase local foods was home-style (n = 4). This was followed by convenience and picnic/bar-
b-que, each with two responding operations. Gourmet was only indicated by one participant as a 
menu scope/style offered to customers. No operations in this group of phone interviewees 
indicated they provided boxed/individual items. Two participants did not provide this data. Three 
of the operations catered an average of 6 to 10 functions a month. While two catered one to five 
functions a month and one reported catering more than 20 functions a month. One participant did 
not provide this data. Three operations typically catered functions with 51-150 attendees, 
followed by two operations that reported catering functions with an average of 11-50 attendees 
and one with 151-250 attendees. One participant did not provide this data. 
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Purchasing Habits and Supplier Usage of Operations that Did Purchase Local Products 
Similar questions as were presented to the mail survey respondents were asked of the 
phone interview participants in order to allow for comparison between the two phases, and thus 
validate findings from the quantitative data. However, the interviews were unstructured and not 
all planned questions were able to be discussed with each participant. Participants were not 
provided specific response options as had been presented on the mail survey; rather participants 
identified frequency of purchases, most common local produce purchases, purchase preferences, 
reasons for purchasing locally, as well as benefits and obstacles which were most important or 
most common in their operations without an available list of potential responses for reference.  
Therefore, no statistical tests to locate significant differences between the catering sectors were 
used. 
 The qualitative data had similar findings as the quantitative data in that local produce 
purchasing does not appear to be a new trend in catering operations in Iowa. Of the six 
participants that the question was discussed with, five [stand-alone (n = 2), restaurant-affiliated 
(n = 2), grocer-affiliated (n = 1)] responded that they began purchasing local produce three or 
more years ago, while the seventh operation began purchasing local produce in the last two 
years. This follows the trend reported by NRA’s What’s Hot publication, which identified locally 
grown produce as the number one food trend in 2009 and 2010 (NRA, 2008, 2009). 
Purchasing frequency, however, did not have similar findings as the quantitative data.  
Participants were not provided the multiple choice options as given on the mail survey, however 
responses were categorized into the same values. Two grocer-affiliated operations indicated that 
local produce purchases were at least one day a week, while two other grocer-affiliated 
operations made purchases multiple times per month. One restaurant-affiliated operation 
93 
 
reported that local purchasing occurred every 2-4 months, one stand-alone operation purchased 
local products every 8-11 months, and one grocer-affiliated operation purchased once a year. 
Unexpectedly, summer (June - August) was found to be the highest purchasing season, with 
three operations estimating they purchased 25% of their produce locally during this time.  
Autumn (September - November) was also a period of the year with high percents of produce 
purchased from local growers as two operations indicated they continued to purchase at the same 
percentage as summer months (25%), during this time. The other operation that purchased 25% 
during summer months, however, estimated their local produce purchases lessened in autumn to 
only 10% of all produce purchased being local. 
Only 3 of the 11 participants that purchased local products reported purchasing of local 
dairy items as well as local produce. Local dairy was not defined for these participants as it had 
been on the mail survey; therefore this phrase was subjectively defined by each participant. Two 
of these three operations were grocer-affiliated, while the other was a stand-alone operation.  
One grocer-affiliated operation indicated they began purchasing local dairy three or more years 
ago, while the other began within the past two years. The stand-alone operation began 
purchasing local dairy products three or more years ago. The purchase frequency of local dairy 
products was less than that of respondents in the mail survey; however, frequency was similar to 
findings among this group for local produce purchases. One grocer-affiliated operation 
purchased most frequently of the three operations, with multiple purchases a month. The stand-
alone operation reported local dairy purchases were made every 8-11 months and the other 
grocer-affiliated operation stated purchasing of local dairy items occurred only once a year.  
Local dairy purchase percentages throughout the year were not asked as survey data had 
indicated these remained fairly steady from season to season for all catering sectors. 
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Participants were not provided with a list of produce items, but rather were asked to name 
local produce items purchased most frequently. Table 22 provides the number of participants 
purchasing local produce by produce item. 
Table 22 
Participants Identification of Local Produce Purchases by Produce Item in Phase 3 (n = 8) 
Produce item Participants % of Participants 
Tomatoes 7 87.5 
Melons 4 50.0 
Sweet corn 4 50.0 
Apples 2 25.0 
Green beans 2 25.0 
Lettuces 2 25.0 
Onions 2 25.0 
Peppers 2 25.0 
Potatoes 2 25.0 
Squashes 2 25.0 
Berries 1 12.5 
Carrots 1 12.5 
Mushrooms 1 12.5 
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 As found in Phase 2 of the study, tomatoes were the produce item more frequently 
purchased by all catering sectors. This finding was consistent with data collected in Phase 3 of 
the study, with seven of the eight participants indicating tomatoes were purchased. The 
subsequent frequencies also followed a similar pattern to what was found in Phase 2 of the study, 
with the exception of onions and berries. In the mail survey, six respondents (40% of all 
respondents who purchased local produce) had indicated onions were purchased locally, which 
was one of the items purchased infrequently, while berries were indicated by nine of the Phase 2 
respondents (60% of all respondents who purchased local produce) as being purchased locally.  
However, Phase 3 findings showed that onions were identified as purchased more frequently 
than berries with 25% of the interviewed catering operations purchasing this produce locally, 
compared to only 12.5% for berries. The findings from the phone interviews are similar to the 
study of Iowa producers (Gregoire et al., 2005) in which onions were identified by producers (n 
= 99 of 181 respondents) as the second most common product sold to foodservice operations 
while only an average of 20 producers identified berries as a produce item commonly sold to 
foodservice operations. What is unknown is what percent of berries are sold direct to consumers 
at farmers’ markets given the larger volume required by a retail foodservice. 
 A discussion on preference of sources for local foods was conducted with three stand-
alone and two restaurant-affiliated operations. All five operations indicated they preferred to 
make their local purchases through the farmers’ market. Additionally, two operations (one stand-
alone and one restaurant-affiliated operation) identified this preference was shared with 
purchasing directly from a farmer. Various comments were made by participants that they liked 
to see local items being offered in grocery stores and choose to purchase these items at the retail 
level when available. Additionally, road side stands were mentioned as a source for local 
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products by one restaurant-affiliated operation. These findings are consistent with results of the 
mail survey in that the personal connection with the food producer received through the farmers’ 
market or direct sales with the farmer was very important.  
Payment preference was discussed with 3 of the 11 operations that reported purchasing 
local foods, one in each catering sector. Both the stand-alone and restaurant-affiliated operations 
indicated they preferred cash-on-delivery when making local food payments. The grocer-
affiliated operation did not have a preference in regards to payment method. These finding are 
consistent with Phase 2 data in that the highest number of respondents (n = 6) preferred cash-on-
delivery as the method of payment to local producers. A producer only study (Gregoire et al., 
2005) found that producers (n = 166-172) perceived payment procedures for the foodservice as a 
weak obstacle (M = 2.70 on a 5-point scale with 5 = strong obstacle) in marketing to local 
foodservice operations, which appear to be validated by this study’s data where many operations 
have identified flexibility in payment procedures. However, it should be noted that many of the 
producers in the Gregoire et al. study were currently selling to independent types of foodservice 
whereas other studies have found one perceived barrier to local purchasing by institutional 
foodservice buyers is the payment process, with producers not recognizing the bureaucratic 
process in place at many non-commercial foodservices, such as schools. 
Attitudes of Operations that Did Purchase Local Products 
 Eight of the 11 participants volunteered reasons why they had chosen to make local 
purchases. Participants were not provided with a list of reasons, rather they were asked to simply 
provide reasons why they chose to purchase local products (more than response per participant 
was accepted). Table 23 provides the number of participants identifying specific purchasing 
reasons by catering sector. 
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Table 23 
Participants Identification of Reasons for Purchasing Local Products by Catering Sector in 
Phase 3 (n = 8) 
Purchasing reason Participants 
Higher quality products 3 
   Stand-alone 1 
   Restaurant-affiliated 1 
   Grocer-affiliated 1 
To support the local economy 3 
   Stand-alone 1 
   Restaurant-affiliated 1 
   Grocer-affiliated 1 
Customer request 2 
   Grocer-affiliated 2 
Ability to offer “local” menu 1 
   Grocer-affiliated 1 
Build working relationships with producers 1 
   Stand-alone 1 
Environmental reasons 1 
   Grocer-affiliated 1 
Product source is known 1 
   Grocer-affiliated 1 
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 The findings of the phone interviews were similar to the data collected through the mail 
survey in this study. The highest rated reasons in the mail survey of why operations purchased 
locally were higher quality products (M = 4.2 on a 5-point scale with 5 = important) and to 
support the local economy (M = 4.2 on a 5-point scale with 5 = important). Findings from the 
phone interview data were consistent with Phase 2 data in that the greatest number of operations 
identified higher quality as a reason to purchase local foods (three of the eight responding).  
Interestingly, the least important reason identified in the mail survey was customer request; 
however two operations in the phone interviews, both grocer-affiliated, identified this as a reason 
for purchasing locally. 
All 11 participants in the phone interviews volunteered their perceptions of the benefits to 
using local products without a list of potential benefits to choose from. Table 24 provides the 
number of participants identifying the perceived benefit by catering sector. 
Table 24 
Participants’ Perceived Benefits to Using Local Products by Catering Sector in Phase 3 (n = 11) 
Perceived benefit Participants 
Greater variety of food 8 
   Stand-alone 3 
   Restaurant-affiliated 2 
   Grocer-affiliated 3 
Aid to local economy 7 
   Stand-alone 1 
   Restaurant-affiliated 1 
   Grocer-affiliated 5 
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Table 24 (continued) 
Perceived benefit Participants 
Fresher products 7 
   Stand-alone 3 
   Restaurant-affiliated 1 
   Grocer-affiliated 3 
Better for the environment 3 
   Restaurant-affiliated 1 
   Grocer-affiliated 2 
Meeting customer requests 3 
   Restaurant-affiliated 1 
   Grocer-affiliated 2 
Build working relationships with producers 2 
   Stand-alone 1 
   Restaurant-affiliated 1 
Less expensive food 2 
   Grocer-affiliated 2 
Higher quality 1 
   Grocer-affiliated 1 
Known product source 1 
   Restaurant-affiliated 1 
More availability of organic 1 
   Restaurant-affiliated 1 
To obtain unique or special varieties 1 
   Grocer-affiliated 1 
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 Interestingly, the perceived benefit identified by participants in the phone interviews most 
frequently was a greater variety of food (n = 8), which was one of the lowest rated benefits 
through the mail survey (M = 3.4 on a 5-point scale with 5 = important). This difference in 
findings may be due to the order of the discussion. In the interview process benefits to local 
foods use were discussed soon after the participants had identified which product varieties they 
used most often, while in the mail survey two extensive sets of statements for participants to rate 
were placed between questions about products purchased and benefits. This may have created a 
disruption in the flow of thought for mail survey respondents, while phone interview participants 
had recently discussed the availability of local produce items. Aid to local economy was 
similarly perceived as a benefit in the interview process as it was in the mail survey (M = 4.3, SD 
= 1.0), as it was the second most mentioned benefit in the phone interviews. The third highest 
rated benefit in the mail survey was quality (M = 4.2, SD = 1.1), which was only mentioned once 
during interviews by a grocer-affiliated operation. However, definitions of the benefits were not 
provided and it could have been that many interview participants used freshness and quality as 
interchangeable terms. Freshness was the second most identified benefit by phone interview 
respondents (n = 7), along with aid to local economy. 
 All participating stand-alone operations (n = 3) identified a greater variety of food and 
fresher products as benefits of local foods use for their operations. Additional benefits identified 
by stand-alone operations were aid to local economy (n = 1) and building working relationships 
with producers (n = 1). Both participating restaurant-affiliated operations (n = 2) also identified a 
greater variety of food as a benefit of local food use for their operations. Other responses varied 
between the two operations. One operation (restaurant-affiliated) commented that using local 
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foods was cost effective in that local items lasted longer than those from conventional sources, 
and therefore had a great monetary value. 
 Five of the six participating grocer-affiliated operations identified aid to the local 
economy as a benefit of local foods use, which follows findings from Phase 2 where this was the 
highest rated benefit by the grocer-affiliated operation. This was followed by meeting customer 
requests, fresher products, and greater variety of food, each perceived benefit mentioned by three 
operations. Other benefits perceived by decision-makers of grocer-affiliated operations varied 
among participants. 
Nine of the participants identified what they perceived as obstacles to local foods use for 
their operations. Participants were not provided with a list of obstacles; rather they were asked to 
name what they perceived as obstacles to using local foods in their operation. Table 25 provides 
the number of participants identifying the perceived obstacle by catering sector. 
The range of perceived obstacles mentioned by participants was more diverse than that of 
perceived benefits. The data also varied with Phase 2 findings. The main similarity was that the 
most frequently identified obstacle in the phone interviews was the year-round availability of 
food. Phase 2 data found this to be the second highest rated obstacle in the mail survey by all 
respondents (M = 4.3 on a 5-point scale with 5 = important). This was also identified by all 
participating stand-alone operations (n = 3) in the phone interviews as an obstacle. Additionally, 
one stand-alone operation commented that the regional climate was an obstacle, which is could 
be related to the year-around availability of food in that Iowa’s climate doesn’t allow for year-
round production of most produce products. 
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Table 25 
Participants’ Perceived Obstacles to Using Local Products by Catering Sector in Phase 3 (n = 
9) 
Perceived obstacle Participants 
Year-round availability of food 4 
   Stand-alone 3 
   Restaurant-affiliated 1 
Labor time to prepare product 2 
   Grocer-affiliated 2 
Local and state regulations 2 
   Grocer-affiliated 2 
Food safety practices 2 
   Stand-alone 1 
   Grocer-affiliated 1 
Payment procedures 1 
   Stand-alone 1 
Reliable supply of food 1 
   Stand-alone 1 
Inability to long-term plan/order 1 
   Grocer-affiliated 1 
Product cost 1 
   Grocer-affiliated 1 
Dealing with more vendors 1 
   Restaurant-affiliated 1 
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Additional findings of interest from the phone interviews were the mention of labor time 
to prepare local products once purchased and concerns about local and state regulations, which 
were identified as obstacle by only grocer-affiliated operations (n = 2). One grocer-affiliated 
operation specifically mentioned they were concerned with FDA inspections on local products. 
While new food safety legislation currently in discussion may increase rigor of fresh produce 
procurement regulations and establish farm handling standards, at the present time Food Code 
2005, the regulatory guidance for retail foodservices (including most types of catering units), 
does not require any inspection on most local produce items. Labor time to prepare local 
products could correspond back to a previous finding in Phase 2 in that it seemed that employees 
within grocer-affiliated operations may be less trained and experienced in food handling, 
therefore making it more challenging to handle the fresh products received locally. These 
perceived obstacles, as well as food safety concerns, could be alleviated if local producers 
provided local foodservice operations with information about their on farm production and 
handling practices, as well as menu and recipe suggestions for their products.  
Two grocer-affiliated operations indicated they used local products as much as possible 
when they were available in their stores and felt there were no barriers or obstacles to using these 
products. Other findings varied among participants, yet no new obstacles were identified and no 
new trends emerged in comparison to Phase 2 data, and previously reported research (FPC, 2003; 
Strohbehn & Gregoire, 2002). 
Purchasing Attitudes of Operations that Did Not Purchase Local Products 
All seven participants that indicated they did not purchase local products identified 
reasons as to why local products were not used in their operations. Participants were not 
provided with a list of reasons; rather they were asked to name reasons why they chose not to 
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purchase local products. Table 26 provides the number of participants by catering sector 
identifying given reasons why they don’t purchase locally. 
Table 26 
Participants Identification of Reasons for Not Purchasing Local Products by Catering Sector in 
Phase 3 (n = 7) 
Reason for not purchasing Participants 
In contracts with prime vendors 3 
   Stand-alone 1 
   Restaurant-affiliated 1 
   Grocer-affiliated 1 
Too time consuming to locate sources 3 
   Restaurant-affiliated 2 
   Grocer-affiliated 1 
Unable to provide all supplies 3 
   Restaurant-affiliated 2 
   Grocer-affiliated 1 
Food safety concerns 1 
   Grocer-affiliated 1 
Too expensive 1 
   Grocer-affiliated 1 
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 Most participants only identified one reason as to why they chose not to purchase local 
products. The most common responses (n = 3) were: (a) current contracts with prime vendors, 
(b) too time consuming to locate sources, and (c) unable to provide all supplies. There were no 
catering sectors that had all operations identify the same reason for not purchasing local. Two of 
the three restaurant-affiliated operations identified that it was too time consuming to locate 
sources and local sources were unable to provide all supplies. This is similar to the perceived 
obstacles found by Strohbehn and Gregoire (2002) in their surveys to various sectors of the 
foodservice industry. Phase 2 data was similar to findings from the phone interviews in that the 
most important reason for not to purchasing locally was because local sources were unable to 
provide all supplies (M = 5.0, SD = 0.0). Although, a local producer would most likely be unable 
to correct their inability to provide all supplies, they could easily make themselves accessible to 
operations through various means of direct marketing. None of the three participating grocer-
affiliated operations identified the same reason(s). Therefore, no trends emerged from the data. 
One grocer-affiliated operation did discuss that they would like to use local products, however 
most of their catering menus are based on pre-packaged and prepared items in order to keep 
catering consistent between all the store locations. Interestingly, other participating operations in 
the same store chain do use local products often. Thus, organization philosophy regarding unit 
management control in decisions to choose products to be used in their operations could impact 
on producers’ ability to market products to these operations organization-wide rather than on a 
unit by unit basis. 
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Chapter 5. Summary and Conclusions 
 This study sought to compare attitudes toward and purchasing habits of local foods use 
by decision-makers in Iowa catering foodservice operations with findings from similar research 
in other foodservice industries. This project also identified farmer, producer, or supplier 
characteristics desired by commercial catering foodservice decision-makers. Commercial 
catering operations in Iowa were selected for the study with three sectors identified: stand-alone, 
restaurant-affiliated, and grocer-affiliated. Three phases of research were completed. 
 Phase 1 of the study consisted of three interviews with a decision-maker from one 
operation in each of the three catering sectors. The interview findings were used to help develop 
the mail survey, which was distributed subsequently in Phase 2. An interview guideline, which 
consisted of 18 open-ended questions regarding current use of local foods, supplier 
characteristics desired, current purchasing activities, and benefits/obstacles to local foods use 
was used to help guide discussion; however, the interviews were unstructured. 
 Phase 2 was the most extensive phase of the study. Mailed surveys were sent to 250 
stand-alone, restaurant-affiliated, and grocer-affiliated catering operations in five metro Iowa 
areas (Des Moines/Ames, Cedar Rapids/Iowa City, Sioux City, Davenport, and Council Bluffs). 
A database of operations in these sectors in the five metro areas was created through online 
phone directories. Unfortunately, due to business closures or incorrect and insufficient addresses, 
53 operations from the original database were deemed unable to participate. Therefore, the final 
population for the study was 197. The survey instrument consisted of two sections: “Local Foods 
Use - What do you think?” and “Tell us about yourself and your business,” containing 19 and 8 
questions, respectively. Nineteen valid surveys were obtained for analysis (response rate of 
9.6%) after an initial mailing and follow-up efforts, which included a reminder post-card and 
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random phone calls requesting completion of the study. Low responses from commercial 
foodservice operations in mail surveys have historically been the case when collecting empirical 
data (C. H. Strohbehn, personal communication, September 26, 2009; Strohbehn & Gregoire, 
2002). 
 Phase 3, the final phase, used qualitative methods of data collection. This phase consisted 
of phone interviews with a strategic sample of catering operations (at least one from each sector 
in each of the five metro areas) in order to enhance responses. Of the 177 operations in the 
database that never responded to the mail survey, 18 operations were located that agreed to 
complete the phone interview. A data collection instrument consisting of 15 questions was used 
in all interviews to help guide discussion; however, the interviews were not structured.  
 A summary of the findings, study limitations, conclusions, and recommendations for 
future research are presented in this chapter. 
Summary of Findings 
 This study was designed to answer five research questions. The first was to evaluate the 
purchasing habits and attitudes about local food held by decision-makers of commercial catering 
operations in five Midwestern metro areas. The second research objective was to compare these 
findings among the three catering sectors, as well as with previously conducted research in other 
foodservice industries. Data was collected from a total of 37 catering foodservice operations in 
Phase 2 and Phase 3 of the study. Phase 2 data found that of the 19 responding operations, 15 did 
in fact purchase local produce and/or dairy (78.9% of the sample). Likewise, the majority (61.1% 
of the sample) of 18 operations interviewed in Phase 3 did purchase local produce and/or dairy (n 
= 11). Thus, of the 37 responding catering operations in the study, 70.3% (n = 26) did purchase 
local produce and/or dairy products. A producer only study (Gregoire et al., 2005) surveyed 195 
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Iowa producers (including produce and meat) and found that 52% of these producers had or were 
currently selling their products to local foodservice operations. While the sector of foodservice 
industry was not identified in the Gregoire et al. study, given the length of time between data 
collected in that study and the current study, it was expected that this percentage would have 
steadily increased over time and reflect a similar percent of sales to local foodservices as found 
in this study of Iowa catering operations found to be buying local.  
 All metro areas, as well as all catering sectors, had representation in Phase 2 and Phase 3 
of the study. The main geographic areas that responded were Des Moines/Ames (n = 14) and 
Davenport (n = 8). Restaurant-affiliated operations was the catering sector (n = 15) most highly 
represented in both of these phases of the study, while eleven stand-alone and grocer-affiliated 
operations each participated. Participating operations from both phases appeared to be fairly well 
established and successful in that the majority (n = 26) had been in business for five or more 
years.   
 Of the 26 operations in Phase 2 and 3 which had purchased locally grown produce, 18 
reported having done so for three or more years, thus indicating that local food use isn’t a new 
trend in catering operations in Iowa. Phase 2 data for the purchase of local dairy products was 
similar, with 6 of 10 respondents indicating they had purchased local dairy for three or more 
years. Only 3 of the 11 participants in Phase 3 that had purchased locally reported purchasing 
local dairy as well as local produce. Two of the three operations purchasing local dairy began 
purchasing these products three or more years ago. In Phase 2 restaurant-affiliated operations 
were found to purchase local produce more frequently than the other catering sectors, with 8 of 
the 11 restaurant-affiliated operations who identified their purchase frequency indicating they 
made local produce purchases once a week, while only two participants from Phase 3 (both 
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grocer-affiliated operations) indicated they had made local purchases once a week. However, it 
was determined that this was primarily during the peak growing season. Given that stand-alone 
operations respond to customer order to cater events, it is logical that stand-alone operations 
have the least consistent production schedule and therefore purchasing needs of the three types of 
catering sectors studied. Four stand-alone operations in Phase 2 and 3 identified their local 
produce purchasing frequency as either: (a) every 5-7 months (n = 1), (b) every 8-11 months (n = 
1), and (c) once a year (n = 2), thus confirming that their purchasing needs are different than 
restaurant- and grocer-affiliated operations.  
Unsurprisingly, in Phase 2, summer (June - August) was found as the season with the 
highest percentage (43.3%) of all produce purchases made locally among the 12 respondents that 
provided this information. Findings from the current study show Iowa catering operations were 
purchasing locally at similar rates to foodservice operations in other states during the peak 
growing months. The most common local produce purchases identified by the 22 respondents 
providing this information in Phase 2 and 3 were: (a) tomatoes (86.4% of the respondents), (b) 
melons (63.6% of the respondents), (c) sweet corn (59.0% of the respondents), and (d) apples 
(59.0% of the respondents). Tomatoes were also identified by Iowa producers as the most 
frequently sold produce item to consumers and foodservice operations. However, onions were 
identified as the second most frequently sold produce item to consumer and foodservice 
operations by these Iowa producers in the Gregoire et al. study, while it was only identified by 
31.8% of the 22 respondents in Phase 2 and 3 of the current study as a commonly purchased 
item. This may indicate that Iowa catering operations don’t recognize as much quality difference 
in locally grown onions as they do with the other frequently purchased items (melons, sweet 
corn, apples), or that production needs for onions may vary, with some being served fresh but 
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others being used in cooked products. Therefore, Iowa producers that grow these items or have 
the production capability to do so may increase their sales of these products to Iowa catering 
operations if marketed correctly. All local produce items listed were identified as having been 
purchased locally by more than one respondent in Phase 2 and 3, with the exception of sweet 
peas. 
 Operations responding in Phase 2 of the study reported that they purchased local dairy 
more often than locally grown produce. This finding was not surprising given that seasonal 
changes don’t affect dairy production to the degree they do produce production in Iowa. Phase 2 
restaurant-affiliated operations purchased local dairy products most often with all eight who 
provided a response reporting local dairy purchases occurred weekly in their operation. None of 
the three participants in Phase 3 who indicated making local dairy purchases did so weekly; 
rather the most frequent purchases occurred multiple times a month, as reported by one 
operation. Purchasing percentages of local dairy throughout the four seasons ranged from 40.5% 
to 42.5% for all Phase 2 operations that reported purchasing local dairy; the minimal variation 
corresponds with steady dairy production throughout the year. Over 70.0% of the respondents 
that purchased local dairy items purchased (n = 10) in Phase 2 identified the most common 
products as milk/cream, artisanal cheeses, and goat cheeses. Of the dairy items provided for 
respondents to select from, yogurt was the only product listed in which no respondents indicated 
the product was purchased locally. 
 The most important reasons given as to why local purchases were made was the desire 
for higher quality products and support for the local economy (both M = 4.2 on a 5-point scale 
with 5 = most important) which were identified by the 14 operations responding to the question 
in Phase 2. Likewise, the most frequently identified reasons among the eight participants that 
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provided purchasing reasons in Phase 3 were higher quality and supporting the local economy, 
identified by three participants each. Findings from this study support previous research. 
In Phase 2, however, the most important purchasing reasons in each catering sector 
varied. The ten restaurant-affiliated operations identifying purchasing reasons in Phase 2 rated 
higher quality products as the most important purchasing reason (M = 4.7 on a 5-point scale with 
5 = most important). Other important reasons among these restaurant-affiliated operations were 
to support the local economy and to obtain unique products (both M = 4.3 on the same 5-point 
scale). The three stand-alone operations identifying purchasing reasons in Phase 3 rated 
supporting the local economy, knowing the product source, and environmental reasons (all M = 
4.0 of a 5-point scale with 5 = most important) as the most important reasons to purchase locally. 
The least important reasons local purchasing decisions were made among the 14 
respondents in Phase 2 responding to the question were the belief that local products were safer 
(M = 2.7 on a 5-point scale with 5 = most important) and that customer requests were being met 
with the purchase of local products (M = 2.5 on the same 5-point scale). Meeting customer 
requests, however, was the third most frequently (n = 2) identified reason among the eight Phase 
3 participants who responded to the question. No mention of safer products was made by Phase 3 
participants.  
 The most important benefits to local foods use perceived by the 13 operations that 
responded to the question in Phase 2 were the aid it provided to the local economy and that the 
products were fresher, both with a mean rating of 4.3 on the 5-point scale, with 5 being most 
important. Aid to local economy and fresher products were the second most frequently (both n = 
7) identified benefits among the 11 Phase 3 participants that responded to the question, with 
greater variety of food being the most frequently identified benefit (n = 8). Interestingly, greater 
112 
 
variety of food was one of the lowest rated benefits among Phase 2 participants (M = 3.4 of the 
same 5-point scale). It was determined this difference in findings was due to the order of the 
discussion with the interview participants in comparison to the structure of the mail survey. 
These findings coincide with producer rated benefits of direct marketing to foodservice 
operations (Gregoire, et al., 2005). Likewise, Iowa restaurant operations rated fresher food the 
highest perceived benefit to local food use (Strohbehn & Gregoire’s, 2002), while Chefs 
Collaborative members identified the most common reason for continued purchase of local foods 
was because of a philosophy or mission to help support local producers (FPC, 2003). Fresher 
products was in fact the highest rated benefit for restaurant-affiliated operations in the current 
study, with only one of the eight responding restaurant-affiliated operations rating the benefit a 
four instead of five on the 5-point scale of importance. Stand-alone operations data was skewed 
in that one participating stand-alone operation did not perceived many benefits to local food use 
as important, therefore making it difficult to compare this data with restaurant-affiliated data.  
Participating stand-alone operations in Phase 3 however, identified greater variety of food and 
fresher products most often with all three participants perceiving these as benefits to local food 
use. Five of the six Phase 3 grocer-affiliated operations identified aid to local economy as a 
benefit to local food use.    
The potential benefit perceived as the least important by the 13 operations in Phase 2 that 
responded to the question was the ability to obtain less expensive food locally (M = 2.5 on a 5-
point scale with 5 = most important). The range of responses by the Phase 2 respondents was 
from one to four on the 5-point scale of importance. In Phase 3 less expensive food was 
identified by two grocer-affiliated operations as being a benefit to local food use for their 
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operations’. These differences may be due to the region the operations are located in or the 
varieties being purchased, which could cause variation in response to this perceived benefit.   
 Ability to obtain an adequate supply of food (n = 11) and year-round availability of food 
(n = 12) were identified as the most important obstacles with mean ratings each of 4.3 on a 5-
point scale of importance (5 = most important) among Phase 2 operations in all catering sectors 
that provided a response. Likewise, Phase 3 data found that four of the nine participants who 
identified obstacles perceived year-round availability of food as a common obstacle, a finding 
which is consistent with previous research. Variation of the most important obstacle in each 
sector did exist in Phase 2. The three participating stand-alone operations in Phase 2 rated both 
ability to obtain adequate supply of food and reliable supply of food as a five on the 5-point scale 
of importance, with no deviation in ratings among these respondents. However, in Phase 3 all 
three participating stand-alone operations identified year-around availability of food as the most 
common obstacle when purchasing locally. It could be determined that since Phase 3 participants 
were not provided a list of obstacles to choose from they felt that the obstacle of year-round 
availability encompassed the ability to obtain the food and rely on the food source. Year-round 
availability of food, however, was the only obstacle to receive a mean rating higher than four on 
the 5-point scale of importance (M = 4.3) for restaurant-affiliated operations in Phase 2. 
Less important obstacles as perceived by the 11 respondents in Phase 2 who responded to 
the question were labor time to prepare the product  and payment procedures (both M = 4.3 on a 
5-point scale with 5 = most important). Labor time to prepare the product, however, was the 
second most frequently (n = 2) perceived obstacle among the nine Phase 3 participants who 
identified obstacles. Both participants in Phase 3 identifying this obstacle were from grocer-
affiliated operations which typically employ less skilled and trained employees in comparison to 
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the other catering sectors which could employ certified chefs or other with culinary training, and 
thus are familiar with preparation techniques for these foods. Additionally, two grocer-affiliated 
operations in Phase 3 had concerns about local and state regulations, which they identified as an 
obstacle to local food use; with one of the operations specifically commenting that they were 
concerned with FDA inspections on local products. At the present time, however, Food Code 
2005, the regulatory guidance for retail foodservices, does not require any inspection on local 
products. These perceived obstacles, as well as food safety concerns, could be alleviated if local 
producers provided local foodservice operations with information about their on farm production 
and handling practices, as well as menu and recipe suggestions for their products. 
 Of those operations that did not purchase local food, the most important reason identified 
as to why local foods weren’t purchased, by all four respondents in Phase 2 who did not purchase 
local food was the local suppliers inability to provide all supplies (M = 5.0 on a 5-point scale 
with 5 = most important). Likewise, in Phase 3 this was one of the most frequently identified 
reasons by three of the seven operations who responded, along with contracts with prime vendors 
and the time it takes to locate local sources, also identified by three of the seven respondents. 
There were not catering sectors in Phase 2 that had all operations identify the same reason for not 
purchasing locally. Reasons provided by the three participating grocer-affiliated operations in 
Phase 3 varied the most in that none of the three identified the same reason(s). One grocer-
affiliated operation, however, discussed they would like to use local products but are unable to as 
menus are based on pre-packaged and prepared items in order to keep catering consistent 
between all store locations. Interestingly though is that other participating operations from the 
same store chain did indicate they used local products often. Thus, organization philosophy 
controlling management decisions to choose products to be used in their operations could have 
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impacts on producers’ ability to market their products to these operations. Another highly rated 
reason in Phase 2 was that it was too time consuming to locate local sources, which was rated by 
four operations (M = 4.5). This finding is directly related to another in this study in which local 
food sources are commonly located through recommendation and word-of-mouth from other 
operations, or by recognition in the community. By becoming involved in their communities 
through farmers’ markets or other avenues, local producers could establish a reputation that 
would possible lead to increased business.  
In Phase 2 many of the factors were rated similarly between the two participating catering 
sectors (grocer-affiliated and stand-alone). Food safety, however, was one factor rated the most 
differently in that the grocer-affiliated operation placed more importance (M = 4.0) on the factor 
than stand-alone operations (M = 2.5). This may be because organizational requirements for 
vendors would apply to all segments of the grocery operation whereas a stand-alone operation 
would have greater decision making flexibility. Less important reasons that influenced decisions 
not to purchase locally rated by respondents in Phase 2 were increased production times (n = 3, 
M = 2.3 on a 5-point scale with 5 = most important) and a bad previous experience (n = 4, M = 
1.0 on the same scale). None of these reasons were mentioned in Phase 3.  
The third research question of the study was to investigate the supplier usage habits of 
Iowa metro area catering operations. In Phase 2, respondents provided information on number of 
suppliers currently used, maximum number of suppliers manageable, and supplier sources. It was 
found that a higher mean number of suppliers were used to purchase local produce (M = 5.6 
suppliers) than dairy items (M = 2.8 suppliers), which may be because dairy producers carry 
most, if not all, dairy items. A produce farmer, however, may only harvest one or two produce 
items, therefore requiring the use of more producers to purchase all needed produce items.  
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Likewise, participants in Phase 2 deemed management capability higher for fresh produce 
supplier than dairy suppliers, thus recognizing the need for more fresh produce suppliers in order 
to meet product needs. Additionally, it was found in Phase 2 that both restaurant- and grocer-
affiliated operations used a higher number of local suppliers and felt better able to manage more 
suppliers than stand-alone operations. These findings correspond with others in this study which 
indicates that restaurant- and grocer-affiliated operations purchase more often due to a higher 
capacity of production and service and are better able to manage this purchasing frequency 
because of a larger workforce than compared to stand-alone operations. Two previously 
conducted studies found that working with multiple suppliers was a highly perceived obstacle 
among foodservice operations (FPC, 2003, Strohbehn & Gregoire, 2002).   
 Purchasing products directly from the farmer was the preferred supplier source for locally 
grown products in Phase 2 of the study. Preference for purchasing direct from a farmer was 
identified by 10 of the 13 operations responding to the question similar to findings from the FPC 
study (2003). However, in Phase 3, all five operations responding to the question indicated they 
preferred to purchase through the farmers’ market. These respondents consisted of three stand-
alone and two restaurant-affiliated operations. Because Phase 3 participants were not provided 
with a list of available sources, additional sources were identified. These were purchasing at the 
retail level when local products were offered in the grocer story and through road-side stands.  
Overall, findings are consistent in that the personal connection with the food producer is 
ultimately preferred, which is received through the farmers’ market or direct sales with the 
farmer. 
 This same theme continued in Phase 2 data when respondents were asked to identify the 
most common way(s) in which they located local producers. Twelve participants responded, with 
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the most frequent responses being farmers’ market, reputation, and recommendation. Murphy 
and Smith (2009) found that the most significant method for identification of local ingredients 
was the exchange of information among chefs. Therefore, local producer success may depend on 
getting their business recognized by attending farmers’ markets, creating a reputable image 
among customers, and being persist; all of which can lead to positive word-of-mouth advertising 
and recommendations among operations. 
 What supplier and food item characteristics were considered important to decision-
makers of Iowa metro area catering foodservice operations was the fourth research question of 
the study. Data on these characteristics were only collected in Phase 2 of the study due to time 
constraints encountered during Phase 3 phone interviews. Twelve operations identified food 
supplier selection factors in Phase 2, in which the highest rated factor was the guarantee of 
quality (M = 4.7 on a 5-point scale with 5 = most important). Of these 12 operations, 8 rated the 
factor highest with a five on the 5-point scale. The grocer-affiliated operation, however, was 
more concerned with characteristics related to ordering, packaging, and delivery of the product 
than with quality and freshness like stand-alone and restaurant-affiliated operations were.   
 Less important food supplier selection factors among Phase 2 respondents were 
promotional allowances (M = 2.5 on a 5-point scale with 5 = most important) and suggestions for 
menu applications (M = 2.3 on the same scale). These findings were similar to FPC (2003) 
results in which Chefs Collaborative members identified suggestions for menu applications and 
promotional allowances as the least important supplier qualities. 
 Food item selection factors were also rated by Phase 2 respondents, with 13 participants 
providing a response for each factor provided. Twelve of the 13 respondents rated the food item 
selection factor quality a five on the 5-point same (5 = most important). Taste was also rated 
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highly in all three catering sectors, thus local producers that provide product samples to 
foodservice operations to taste may be better able secure orders. Stand-alone operations 
perceived the same level of importance in availability of the food item as they did quality and 
taste, therefore indicating that these operations may be willing to forego quality of a product in 
order to assure the needed quantity is received through a conventional source, possibly because 
there is less flexibility in the catering menu. 
 Less important food item selection factors among the 13 respondents in Phase 2 that 
provided responses were ease of preparation (M = 2.6 on a 5-point scale with 5 = most 
important) and brand name (M = 2.1 on the same scale). FPC study data (2003) was similar in 
that ease of preparation and product’s brand were the two least important food items selection 
factors.   
 The last research question addressed in this study was what information a local producer 
needs to know in order to successfully sell to an Iowa metro area catering foodservice operation. 
This question was answered by identifying the key themes and trends that emerged throughout 
the study, mainly Phase 2 and 3. The local purchasing trend was found to be most strong in the 
geographic areas of Des Moines/Ames and Davenport, which could serve as an advantage for 
local producers in these areas. Additionally, those operations assumed to be well-established and 
successful (been in business for five or more years) were the main respondents. 
Grocer- and restaurant-affiliated operations appear to make food purchases (local or 
conventional) more often than stand-alone operations, thus local producers may have more 
opportunities to make a sell if approaching these types of operations in the right way. In addition, 
grocer- and restaurant-affiliated operations were better able to manage more suppliers than stand-
alone operations. Local producers, however, shouldn’t rule out stand-alone catering operations.  
119 
 
If the approach and selling technique are developed with convenient and stream-lined ordering 
and receiving systems, the stand-alone operation may be more inclined to enter into a contract.  
The next key finding which relates to the local producers’ approach when attempting to 
make a sell is that operations in all catering sectors reported a desire for face-to-face interactions. 
In all catering sectors, purchasing local products direct from the farmer or through the farmers’ 
market was preferred over other sources such as foodservice distributor, farmer’s co-op, and 
food broker. These findings indicate that these operations like the personal connection that can 
be developed with the food producer. Likewise, the most commonly identified way a local 
producer was located by these operations was through the farmers’ market, reputation, and 
recommendation from fellow operations. A study (Starr, et al., 2003) of Colorado commercial 
restaurant operations identified that a perceived benefit to local food use was the face-to-face 
interactions with the local producers/growers. Likewise, FPC (2003) study findings included that 
respondents made local purchases in order to develop a positive working relationship with the 
growers/producers. Thus, a local producer’s success may depend on getting their business 
recognized by attending farmers’ markets, creating a reputable image among customers, and 
being persistent.   
 Those local producers that grow unique or specialty products may have an advantage in 
that operations in all catering sectors recognize that more business relationships are required, 
particularly with fresh producer suppliers in order to meet product needs. This finding in 
conjunction with the highly perceived benefit that local foods use provides a greater variety of 
food indicates the market for these unique or specialty products is strong. Thus, local producers 
should explore their production capabilities with items that are not common locally or 
conventionally, or consider ways in which they can expand their growing season. 
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 Some concern was identified primarily by grocer-affiliated operations in that the 
increased labor time to prepare the fresh local product was an obstacle to purchase these 
products. Thus, local producers may want to include recipes or cooking suggestions when selling 
their products; especially those that may be unique or specialty. Along with these suggestions 
information on the local producers on farm production and handling practices could help to 
alleviate additional concerns about food safety and inspection practices. 
 Lastly, a prominent theme throughout the study was the desire for and beliefs that locally 
grown products provided better quality, freshness, and taste than same or similar products 
through conventional sources. Local producers could help establish their products as credible by 
offering tasting and samples for catering operations, which could be of benefit in that these 
operations will also appreciate the face-to-face interactions. 
Limitations of the Study 
 There were several limitations recognized in this study. Response rates with commercial 
foodservice industry are historically low, thus a small sample size didn’t allow for the data to be 
directly related to the catering foodservice industry population. Additionally, in Phase 2, the use 
of mail surveys presented limitations with self-reported data and reliance on respondent’s 
accuracy. The length and detail in the survey may also have presented limitations in that time 
constraints could have affected the accuracy and thoroughness of the responses provided. 
Confusion or misunderstanding of questions and/or available responses in the survey may have 
also affected accuracy in that respondents may have incorrectly selected response items. 
Additionally, the scale provided on rating questions may have caused confusion as some 
respondents only rated selected items. In Phase 3, the time of year the interviews were conducted 
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(early December) is typically a busy month for catering operations and thus presented a 
challenging constraint on the ability to collect all necessary data from the interviewees. 
Conclusions 
 Research has shown that there is a profound interest in locally grown foods among 
consumers and the foodservice industry (FPC, 2003; Murphy & Smith, 2009; Schneider & 
Francis, 2005; Starr et al., 2003; Strohbehn & Gregoire, 2003). This interest has been found to be 
strong among successful, well-established catering foodservice operations in Iowa, thus 
presenting a potentially new market for local producers. Although many of these operations may 
have relationships built with local producers through purchases at farmers’ markets, data from 
this study suggests that the most preferred method of purchase is direct from the farmer, which 
could occur at a farmers’ market or direct delivery to the catering operation. This holds 
especially true for stand-alone operations where more time constraints were seen due to a smaller 
workforce. Thus, local producers should consider directly approaching catering foodservice 
operations with contracting opportunities and efforts to develop a direct sales relationship. 
 Additionally, purchasing through a farmers’ market or direct from the farmer allows for 
the personal connection with the local producer that was found to be extremely important to the 
catering decision-makers responding to this study. Likewise, the most common ways local 
sources were located among participants in this study was through a farmers’ market, reputation 
in the community, or recommendation from other operations. Thus, by becoming involved in 
their communities, local producers could establish the reputation that will lead to positive word-
of-mouth advertising and increased business. If the local producer/farmer doesn’t prefer to 
manage the business relationships it is building, this research indicated that it would be wise for 
122 
 
these individuals to designate a business manager to serve as the face of the operation and 
provide the one-on-one interactions these operations appreciate. 
 In other geographic regions of the country, foodservice operations have promoted and 
marketed their use of local products to create a competitive advantage and ultimately increase 
profitability (FPC, 2003; Murphy & Smith, 2009). This practice, however, was not commonly 
seen among Iowa catering operations and also was not identified as a key benefit to local foods 
use. Local producer development of resources and suggestions on how to market the use of fresh 
local products by the caterer could help boost recognition of the competitive advantage that local 
products offer. 
 Through this study it was found that restaurant- and grocer-affiliated catering operations 
purchased food supplies more often, and most likely in larger quantities, than stand-alone 
operations. A key to local producer success is to identify the right size of operation that will fit 
their production capacity. These catering operations value the quality and freshness obtained 
through local products, however there is significant concern in the reliability of the food quantity 
ordered. Thus, once identifying operations that fit into their selling capabilities, local producers 
should strive to set up a face-to-face meeting in which product samples are offered to showcase 
the quality, freshness, and taste of local foods. With this educating the operation to the growing 
process and defining how fresh products are is a necessity as not all operations may be familiar. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
 This study collected data on the attitude toward and current use of local foods of 
decision-makers in stand-alone, restaurant-affiliated, and grocer-affiliated catering foodservice 
operations in five metro areas in Iowa through the use of mail survey and phone interviews. 
Future research of similar content should be completed in a way that response rates and 
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participant accuracy don’t hinder the study findings, as would be possible through a case-study 
method. 
 Data from this study suggested that the selling approach and personal connection with the 
local producer was important to catering foodservice operations. Future research should explore 
the various selling techniques and success of each used by local producers when marketing their 
products to foodservice operations. In addition, a review of delivery and distribution techniques 
for local products that is effective and efficient could help local producers maintain business with 
foodservice operations. 
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Appendix B. Phase 1 Interview Guideline 
1. Why did your establishment first decide to purchase locally grown food? 
2. Why does your establishment continue to purchase locally grown food? 
3. Have you ever had a customer specifically request for use of local foods or ask if 
local foods are used? 
4. What percent of your establishment’s monthly (Fresh Produce - Dairy - Honey 
Products) food purchases are locally grown/produced food products (excluding meats, 
poultry, fish, etc.)?  
5. Approximately how many different local suppliers are used to achieve this 
percentage? 
6. What is the maximum number of all suppliers you can reasonably purchase from 
(both local and conventional)? 
7. Where has your establishment purchased locally grown food previously/currently? 
8. What is your preferred source for locally grown products? 
9. Have you or do you currently receive direct marketing materials from any local 
farmers? 
10. Do you purchase any of the following items from local producers: 
a. Fresh produce   
i. What kind?   
b. Dairy products   
i. What kind?   
c. Honey   
11. What do you perceive as important when selecting the food products to purchase? 
12. Is a product specification issued to the supplier when placing an order? 
13. What items does your specification sheet include? 
14. What do you perceive as important when selecting the food supplier to order from? 
15. What would you say your purchasing activities and decisions center around? 
16. What form of payment do you prefer to use with local producers? 
17. What do you perceive to be benefits to your foodservice operations of purchasing 
locally? 
18. What do you perceive to be barriers/obstacles to your foodservice establish of 
purchasing locally? 
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Appendix C. Phase 1 Telephone Script 
Hi, my name is Amy Casselman and I am a Master’s student in Foodservice and Lodging 
Management at Iowa State University.  I am calling to speak with you regarding participation in 
a research project for my thesis.  Your participation will entail an approximate one-hour 
interview, to be conducted at your business location, as well as completion of a pilot study within 
the month or two following the interview.  Data gathered will be about your business’s 
purchasing decisions and use of local food producers.  Scheduling for the interview is anticipated 
to be between May 1, 2009 and May 15, 2009.  All materials gathered will be completely 
confidential and will only serve the purpose of completing the research project.  Participation is 
completely voluntary and not monetary compensation will be received.  Is this something that 
you would be willing to participate in and if so would you be able to schedule a time during the 
previous dates for the interview? 
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Appendix D. Phase 2 Survey Instrument 
A Review of the Local Foods Movement Within the Catering Foodservice Industry 
 
Instructions and Definitions 
 Please answer each question to the best of your ability.  Each question is designed to 
help create a clear understanding and image of how catering operations are responding to 
purchasing locally, therefore each question has its own importance.  If a particular question 
is not applicable to you, please leave blank.  If “other” is applicable, please specify your 
answer with a written response.  
 Use the following definitions as you consider and respond to the questions: 
Conventional sources:  suppliers which obtain and sell products nationwide 
(e.g., Sysco, US Foodservice). 
Locally grown produce:  grown within 60 miles of your establishment. 
Local dairy products:  dairy products in which ingredients are obtained and 
processed within 60 miles of your establishment. 
Working relationship:  A relationship between a supplier and catering 
operation in which each entity provides business to the other. 
 
Local Foods Use – What do you think? 
1. Does your establishment purchase local produce or dairy products? 
Yes____ (please continue to question 2.)          No____ 
If no, why not?  (Rate each of the following possible reasons on a 
scale of 1 – 5, with 1 being least important and 5 being most 
important.) 
            Least             Most 
Too expensive ………………..…….…….……..… 1     2     3     4     5 
Lesser quality …………………….………….…..… 1     2     3     4     5 
Inability to meet needs …….…………….…… 1     2     3     4     5 
Too time consuming to locate sources.… 1     2     3     4     5 
None available ………………….…….…….…….. 1     2     3     4     5 
Unable to provide all supplies ……….…….. 1     2     3     4     5 
Unreliable source ……….…………….….…..…. 1     2     3     4     5 
Bad previous experience ……..…………….… 1     2     3     4     5 
Inconsistent delivery schedule …..…………. 1     2     3     4     5 
Seasonal changes ……………………..………..… 1     2     3     4     5 
Food safety concerns ……………...……….….. 1     2     3     4     5 
Inflexible producer standards ………….…… 1     2     3     4     5 
Increased production times….………….…… 1     2     3     4     5 
In contracts with prime vendors .…….…… 1     2     3     4     5 
Other__________________________________________ 
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     Thank you for participating in our study.  Please 
complete the demographics section at the end of the 
packet (questions 20-27). 
 
2. How often does your operation purchase locally grown produce or dairy 
products? 
Locally grown produce: 
      Once a week____   Every 5-7 months____  
Multiple times a month____     Every 8-11 months____ 
Once a month____   Once a year____ 
Every 2-4 months____          
Local dairy products:  
      Once a week____   Every 5-7 months____  
Multiple times a month____     Every 8-11 months____ 
Once a month____   Once a year____ 
Every 2-4 months____ 
      
3. How long ago did your operation first begin to purchase locally grown produce or 
dairy products? 
Locally grown produce: 
      Within the past 6 months____     Within the past 3 years____ 
      Within the past year____        3+ years ago____ 
      Within the past 2 years____ 
Local dairy products: 
      Within the past 6 months____     Within the past 3 years____ 
      Within the past year____        3+ years ago____ 
      Within the past 2 years____ 
 
4. Why did your operation decide to purchase locally grown produce or dairy 
products?  (Rate each of the following possible reasons on a scale of 1 – 5, with 1 
being least important and 5 being most important.) 
            Least             Most 
Customer request ….………….……..……………………………. 1     2     3     4     5 
Ability to offer “local’ menu.……..……………………………. 1     2     3     4     5 
Higher quality products ………..………………………………… 1     2     3     4     5 
Build working relationships with producers …..…….…. 1     2     3     4     5 
To obtain unique products ……………………………..…….… 1     2     3     4     5 
Approached by a producer ……….……………………..……... 1     2     3     4     5 
To support the local economy ……….……………………….. 1     2     3     4     5 
Environmental reasons …………………………………………... 1     2     3     4     5 
Product source is known ………………………………………... 1     2     3     4     5 
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Safer products ………………………………………………………... 1     2     3     4     5 
Other____________________________________________________ 
 
5. What percent of your operation’s food purchases are locally grown produce or 
dairy products, specific to the types of products and time of year listed below?  
(Provide your best estimate based on item count.  For example, in autumn 50 
pounds out of the 100 pounds of produce purchased were from local sources; 
therefore 50% of purchases were local.) 
Fresh produce   
      Winter months (December – February) ____% 
      Spring months (March – May)____%  
      Summer months (June – August)____% 
Autumn months (September – November) ____% 
Dairy 
Winter months (December – February) ____% 
Spring months (March – May)____%  
Summer months (June – August)____% 
Autumn months (September – November)____% 
 
6. Approximately how many different local suppliers were used to meet these 
purchased amounts? (Provide the number in the space provided.) 
Fresh produce:____  producers Dairy:____ producers 
 
7. What is the maximum number of suppliers you feel you can reasonably purchase 
from for all products and supplies (because of budget limits, time constraints, 
etc.), such as paper goods, produce, meat, and poultry?  (Include both local and 
conventional sources.) 
____ suppliers 
 
8. What is the maximum number of suppliers you feel you can reasonably purchase 
from with regards to each food category?  (Include both local and conventional 
sources.) 
Fresh produce 
1 – 2 producers____  5+ producers____ 
3 – 5 producers____ 
Dairy 
1 – 2 producers____  5+ producers____ 
3 – 5 producers____ 
 
9. Which of the following sources have been or currently are being used to 
purchase locally grown produce or dairy products?  (Check all that apply.) 
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Direct from a farmer____  Local manufacturer/processor____ 
Farmer’s co-op____   Food broker____  
Farmers’ market____   Other__________________________ 
Foodservice distributor____  
 
10. How did you locate the local producer to purchase from?  (Check all that apply.) 
Fresh produce 
     Farmer’s market____   Buy local campaign directory____ 
     Reputation____    Marketing____ 
     Recommendation____   Not applicable____ 
     Other______________________ 
Dairy 
     Farmer’s market____   Buy local campaign directory____ 
     Reputation____    Marketing____ 
     Recommendation____   Not applicable____ 
     Other______________________ 
 
11. What is your preferred source for locally grown products?  (Check all that apply.) 
Direct from a farmer____   Local manufacturer/processor____ 
Farmer’s co-op____    Food broker____  
Farmers’ market____   No preference____ 
Foodservice distributor____  Other_________________________ 
 
12. Which of the following sources have provided you with promotional materials 
about their local products?  (Check all that apply.) 
Farmer____     Local manufacturer/processor____  
Farmer’s co-op____    From a food broker____  
Farmers’ market____   None____ 
Foodservice distributor____  Other_________________________ 
 
13. What specific items of the following types of foods have you purchased locally? 
(Check all that apply.) 
Fresh produce 
     Apples____      Green beans____      Potatoes____ 
     Asparagus____     Herbs____       Rhubarb____ 
     Berries____      Lettuces____      Squashes____ 
     Broccoli____     Melons____      Sweet corn____ 
     Carrots____      Mushrooms____      Sweet peas____ 
     Eggplant____      Onions____      Tomatoes____ 
     Garlic____      Peppers____      Other___________________ 
Dairy 
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     Artisanal cheeses____      Sour cream____ 
     Goat cheeses____      Traditional cheeses____ 
     Ice cream____       Yogurt____ 
     Milk/Cream____      Other_____________________ 
 
14. What factors are important when selecting a food supplier?  (Rate each on a 
scale of 1 – 5, with 1 being least important and 5 being most important.) 
                        Least             Most 
Convenience in order process………………………..……….……. 1     2     3     4     5 
Provides product liability protection………….……..………….. 1     2     3     4     5 
Guarantee of supply………………….……………..………..………… 1     2     3     4     5 
Guarantee of quality………………………….….……..…..…..…….. 1     2     3     4     5 
Year-round availability…………………………………………….……. 1     2     3     4     5 
Substitutions available…………………..………..………………..…. 1     2     3     4     5 
Price………………………………………..……………………………….…… 1     2     3     4     5 
Ability to negotiate…………………….…………………………….…… 1     2     3     4     5 
When product is delivered….………………………………………... 1     2     3     4     5 
How product is delivered…………………………………..……….... 1     2     3     4     5 
Product freshness.………………………………………………..…....… 1     2     3     4     5 
Suggestions for menu applications..……………………..………. 1     2     3     4     5 
Satisfaction guaranteed………………………………………………... 1     2     3     4     5 
Ability to deliver quantity needed or ordered………..…….. 1     2     3     4     5 
Food safety assurances………………………………………….…..… 1     2     3     4     5 
Ability to process/package product as requested…………. 1     2     3     4     5 
Promotional allowances……..……………..………………….……… 1     2     3     4     5 
Product knowledge……..………………..……………………………… 1     2     3     4     5 
Payment procedures……………………..….……………………..….. 1     2     3     4     5 
Other______________________________________________________ 
 
15. What factors are important when selecting a food item to purchase?  (Rate each 
on a scale of 1 – 5, with 1 being least important and 5 being most important.) 
            Least             Most 
Quality….……………..…………………………..…………………….. 1     2     3     4     5 
Taste….……………………………………………………………………. 1     2     3     4     5 
Marketability on menu…………………………..……………….. 1     2     3     4     5 
Cost..…………………………………………………..…...……………… 1     2     3     4     5 
Availability..………….………………………….……………………… 1     2     3     4     5 
Unique/Specialty Product..…………..…………………………. 1     2     3     4     5 
Variety of menu applications.…………..…………………….. 1     2     3     4     5 
Known source/location.………………………………………….. 1     2     3     4     5 
Ease of preparation..………………..…………………………...… 1     2     3     4     5 
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Brand name..…………………………..……………………………... 1     2     3     4     5 
Personally know who raised/grew/processed..……….. 1     2     3     4     5 
Known production method..……………………………….…… 1     2     3     4     5 
Other___________________________________________________ 
16. What method of payment has your catering operation used with local 
producers?  (Check all that apply.) 
Cash-on-delivery____ 
Periodic payment schedule (e.g., bi-weekly, monthly)____ 
Payment upon receiving a bill____ 
Other___________________________________________ 
 
17. What method of payment does your catering operation prefer to use with local 
producers?   
Cash-on-delivery____ 
Periodic payment schedule (e.g., bi-weekly, monthly)____ 
Payment upon receiving bill____ 
No preference____ 
Other___________________________________________ 
 
18. What are the benefits for your catering operation of purchasing locally?  (Rate 
each on a scale of 1 – 5, with 1 being least important and 5 being most 
important.) 
           Least             Most 
Meeting customer requests…..……………..………………… 1     2     3     4     5 
Fresher products…………………….………………………………. 1     2     3     4     5 
Ability to expand menu options…..………….……….…….. 1     2     3     4     5 
Build working relationships with producers…….…..…. 1     2     3     4     5 
To obtain unique products or special varieties…...….. 1     2     3     4     5 
Good marketing tool………………..………………………..…… 1     2     3     4     5 
Aid to local economy………………………………….……….…. 1     2     3     4     5 
It’s better for the environment……..…………………..…... 1     2     3     4     5 
Less expensive food…….…………………..………………….…. 1     2     3     4     5 
Know product sources..………………………..………………... 1     2     3     4     5 
Lower transportation costs…..…………..…..…………..…… 1     2     3     4     5 
Less use of pesticides and/or hormones….…….……..… 1     2     3     4     5 
More availability of organic……..……………………...……… 1     2     3     4     5 
Safer food……….…………………………………….…………..…... 1     2     3     4     5 
Greater variety of food……………………..………………….… 1     2     3     4     5 
Higher quality food………………………….……………………... 1     2     3     4     5 
Good public relations………………………..………………….… 1     2     3     4     5 
Ability to purchase small quantities………….…………..… 1     2     3     4     5 
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Other____________________________________________________ 
 
 
19. What are the barriers/obstacles for your catering operation of purchasing 
locally?  (Rate each on a scale of 1 – 5, with 1 being least important and 5 being 
most important.) 
            Least             Most 
Ability to obtain adequate supply of food……....……… 1     2     3     4     5 
Order methods………….……………………………………………. 1     2     3     4     5 
Payment procedures………………………………………..….…. 1     2     3     4     5 
Food safety practices………………………………………..……. 1     2     3     4     5 
Reliable supply of food quantity……………………………… 1     2     3     4     5 
Inability to long-term plan/order……………………………. 1     2     3     4     5 
On-time delivery……………………………………………….….... 1     2     3     4     5 
Clean and sturdy packaging…………………………………….. 1     2     3     4     5 
Consistent package size……………..…………………………… 1     2     3     4     5 
Product cost………………………………………………………..…. 1     2     3     4     5 
Labor time to prepare product……………………………….. 1     2     3     4     5 
Dealing with more vendors……………………………….….... 1     2     3     4     5 
Year-round availability of food………………..……….…..… 1     2     3     4     5 
Local and state regulations……………………………………… 1     2     3     4     5 
Knowledge about local growers/processors………….… 1     2     3     4     5 
Other____________________________________________________ 
 
Tell us about yourself and your business 
 
20. What type of catering operation is your establishment? 
Stand alone____  Grocer catering____ 
Restaurant catering____ Other______________________ 
 
21. How long has your catering operation been in business? 
Less than 6 months____ 2 – 4 years____ 
6 months – 1 year____ 5 – 10 years____ 
1 – 2 years____  10+ years____ 
 
22. What is your role within the catering operation? (Check all that apply.) 
Owner____  Food buyer____ 
Manager____  Other______________________ 
 
23. How long have you been with this catering operation? 
Within the past 6 months____ Within the past 3-5 years____ 
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Within the past year____  5+ years____ 
Within the past two years____ Since its beginning____ 
 
 
24. What is the scope of menu items that you offer customers? (Check all that 
apply.) 
Gourmet____   Picnic/BBQ____ 
Home-style____  Boxed/Individual____ 
Convenience____  Other________________________ 
 
25. What is the average number of functions you cater per month? 
1 – 5____  16 – 20____ 
6 – 10____  20+____ 
11 – 15____ 
 
26. On average, what is the typical size of the function you cater?  
Less than 10 attendees____  151 – 250 attendees____ 
11 – 50 attendees____  251 – 350 attendees____ 
51 – 150 attendees____  351+ attendees____ 
 
27. Would you like to receive a copy of the study findings, to be completed April 
2010? 
Yes____ No____ 
 
 
 Thank you for your time and participation in this study.  If you would like to provide 
any further comments regarding the local foods movement in the foodservice industry 
please do so below in the blank area. 
 In the case that the return envelope is unable to be used please send the completed 
survey and signed informed consent form to the following address: 
Amy L. Casselman 
31 MacKay Hall 
Ames, IA  50011 
 
Thank you,    
   Amy L. Casselman  
139 
 
Appendix E. Phase 2 Reminder Post Card 
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Appendix F. Phase 3 Telephone Script 
My name is Amy Casselman, and I am a graduate student at Iowa State University in the 
Foodservice and Lodging Management Program.  I recently sent a survey to your establishment 
in which I am examining the use of local foods within catering operations in Iowa.  I don’t have 
record of receiving a completed survey from your operation.  I was wondering if you would be 
willing to complete the survey via a phone interview as your input is very important, which 
would last approximately 10 minutes.  Would this be a good time or is there a better time that I 
could call back? 
The first set of questions deal with purchasing and selection of food producers with focus on 
local food producers.  This will be followed with a brief set of questions about yourself and your 
operation. 
Thank you for your time and assistance this research project -- there is a great deal of interest in 
local food use and your input is very important. 
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Appendix G. Phase 3 Revised Interview Guideline 
1. Does your establishment currently or has it ever purchased local produce or dairy 
products? 
a. Yes /No 
i. If no, why?   
2. Why did your establishment first decide to purchase locally grown food? 
3. How long ago did your establishment begin to purchase locally? 
4. How often does your establishment purchase locally grown produce or dairy 
products? 
5. What is your preferred source for locally grown products? 
6. What specific items within product/dairy are purchased locally? 
7. What method of payment do you prefer to use with local producers? 
8. What do you perceive to be benefits to your foodservice operations of purchasing 
locally? 
9. What do you perceive to be barriers/obstacles to your foodservice establish of 
purchasing locally? 
Now I have a few questions about you and your business. 
10. How long has your catering operation been in business? 
11. What is your role in the operation? 
12. How long have you been with the operation? 
13. What is the scope of menu items that you offer customers? 
14. What is the average number of functions you cater per month? 
15. On average, what is the typical size of the function you cater? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
